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ABSTRACT
The primary purpose o f this study was to determine opinions o f  public officials and 
the general public concerning solid waste disposal, and to make recommendations for future 
Extension programming. The study utilized four focus group interviews to obtain qualitative 
data. The two urban groups were composed o f municipal public officials from the parishes 
o f Jefferson, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette and Rapides and general public participants from 
the parishes o f East Baton Rouge, West Baton Rouge, and Livingston. The two rural groups 
consisted o f public officials from the parishes o f Acadia, Jefferson Davis and Vermilion and 
general public participants from the parishes o f Acadia and Vermilion.
Conclusions o f the study were: (a) Cost o f  solid waste collection, disposal and 
transportation exceed existing revenues. Recent government regulations have decreased the 
number o f landfills causing the cost o f disposal to increase. Recycling and other disposal 
alternatives have not yet proven to be cost effective. Taxpayers and local government 
officials resist any new taxes and fees for solid waste disposal, (b) Public perception is 
considered important when dealing with solid waste issues. Air and water contamination, 
especially drinking water, are considered possible health and environmental threats from 
solid waste disposal. Disposal o f household hazardous waste is the main health concern, 
(c) Education and dissemination of information are methods to provide the public with 
factual information on solid waste disposal. Public attitudes and perceptions are sometimes 
the direct result o f  the public’s knowledge o f solid waste issues.
Based on these conclusions the following recommendations were made by the 
researcher for future Extension program m ing.
vi
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Develop publications for public officials and the general public on cost, health, safety 
and environmental issues for all solid waste disposal options.
Develop programming in the areas o f proper disposal methods for household 
hazardous waste; market development for recyclable materials; economics of 
recycling, composting, and landfilling; health, safety and environmental concerns; 
beneficial use o f compost and reusable solid waste; proper operation of a recycling 
program; “Don’t Litter” program; integrated solid waste program.
Through LCES staff development training, equip agents with a better understanding 
o f solid waste issues.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Solid Waste
Solid waste is defined by the Louisiana Department o f Environmental Quality’s Solid 
Waste Regulations (1993) as any garbage, refuse, or sludge from a wastewater-treatment 
plant, water-supply treatment plant, or air pollution-control facility, and other discarded 
material, including solid, liquid, semisolid, or contained gaseous material operations, and 
from community activities. Solid waste does not include solid or dissolved material in 
domestic sewage; solid or discharges that are point sources subject to permits; special 
nuclear, or by-product material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954; or hazardous 
waste subject to other permits.
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) represents all material considered as garbage created 
by households, commercial sites such as restaurants, stores, offices, schools, museums, and 
waste from small to mid-sized companies and industries. Large cities, rural communities and 
the general public all contribute to the municipal solid waste stream and are faced with solid 
waste issues, such as disposal.
Waste Generated in the United States and Louisiana
Municipal solid waste originates in homes, businesses and other urban and rural 
areas. Managing MSW can be seen as two different approaches to disposing o f  solid waste. 
The high-waste approach involves incineration or burying in a landfill or any hole in the 
ground. The low-waste approach attempts to produce as little solid waste as possible, 
thereby diverting it away from landfills and incinerators (Miller, 1990).
1
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Total Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) generated in the United States inl960 was 88.1 
million tons compared to 208.0 million tons in i995, a 236 percent increase. Per capita MSW 
generation went from 2.7 pounds per day per person to 4.4 pounds per person per day from 
1960 to 1995 (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1997b). A t the current rate, 
Louisiana citizens will contribute over 3.6 million tons of solid waste per year. Louisiana 
is currently landfilling 85% of its solid waste. Some state legislation has been implemented 
to encourage recycling and reuse. The legislature enacted a 1989 law to reduce landfilling 
by 25% (Louisiana House Bill 1199,1989).
The net MSW generated after recycling was 82.5 million tons in 1960 compared to 
151.9 million tons inl995. Projection for the year 2000 is 155.1million net tons. It is 
projected that the rate of recycling o f MS W will be 30 percent by the year 2000, up from 27 
percent for 1995 (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1996).
Just ten years ago there were over 8000 landfills in the United States compared to 
3,091 in 1996. Currently the number of permitted landfills in Louisiana is 24 with California 
having the most at 289, to as few as three in Rhode Island (BioCycle, 1997). As of 1996, 
there were 31 states, including Louisiana, with 10 years or more remaining landfill capacity, 
12 states having five to 10 years, and seven states with only five years or less (United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1996).
Louisiana Solid Waste Rules and Regulations
The Louisiana Legislature recognized that the safety and welfare ofthe citizens o f  the 
state required efficient and reasonable regulation o f solid waste disposal practices as well as 
a  coordinated, statewide resource recovery and management system. Therefore, the Office
2
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o f Solid and Hazardous Waste o f the Department of Environmental Quality formulated the 
Louisiana Solid Waste Regulations, February 20,1993.
The purposes of these regulations are:
1. Establish standards governing the storage, collection, recovery and reuse, and 
disposal o f solid waste.
2. Implement a management program that will protect the air, groundwater, 
surface water, and the environment from pollution from solid wastes and thus 
eliminate the potential threat to human health from such pollution.
3. Encourage both citizens and industry to reduce the amount o f waste 
developed and generated in the state.
4. Implement a program through the Louisiana Resource Recovery and 
Development Authority to utilize solid waste for useful purposes whenever 
practicable (Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, 1993).
Solid Waste Management and Options
When dealing with solid waste management one must remember that what is good 
for one community or parish may not be good for another. That is why, to deal effectively 
with the millions of tons of solid waste generated, we must consider many different disposal 
options. EPA as well as many states and communities are actively considering a number of 
alternatives.
An integrated approach to solid waste offers communities more than one management 
option to choose from depending on their own specific needs and the prevailing economic 
and environmental conditions they face.
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The primary options include:
1. Source Reduction. Preventing waste is one way to decrease the amount o f  waste that 
needs to be managed.
2. Recycling. The idea with recycling is to close the recycling loop. It involves 
collection, separation, preparing material to buyer’s specifications, processing into 
newproducts, and consumers purchasing products containing recycled material. The 
most commonly collected recyclables are paper, aluminum, steel, glass, and plastic.
3. Composting. Composting involves the breakdown of organic materials, such as 
grass, leaves, brush and to some extent MSW and biosolids. This method of 
managing solid waste is an effective alternative which is gaining popularity in all 
regions o f the country, especially where states and communities have landfill bans 
on yard waste.
4. Waste-to-Energy. Is the process MSW is burned to generate steam o r electricity. 
This can reduce the quantity of MSW by up to 90%. Total control o f emissions and 
ash disposal are the main concerns.
5. Sanitary Landfills. Modem sanitary landfills are managing approximately 61% of 
our municipal solid waste. Today’s landfills can cost $500,000 per acre in order to 
protect the air, land and water. Landfills will always be needed to dispose of 
nonrecyclable items, such as ash from waste-to-energy plants, and materials that 
cannot be composted. In 1978, there were approximately 20,000 landfills. By 1988, 
that number dropped to 5,499. Currently, the figure stands at 3,563. EPA estimates 
that by the year 2008 only 1,234 landfills will be available (Mardon, 1997).
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Although several options are available for solid waste disposal, landfills are still 
extensively relied on. Citizens, however, have associated landfills with a variety of social, 
economic, and legal issues (Curlee, 1989). The most notable physical or environmental risks 
associated with landfilling are water supply contamination and toxic emissions (Dunlap & 
Scarce, 1991). Recent regulations prescribed by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), which require using double liners, will likely preclude future groundwater pollution. 
Toxic air pollutants, on the other hand, pose a  serious health risk at landfills in the form o f 
methane and other gases that threaten air quality and that are potentially carcinogenic. As 
most existing disposal facilities have no landfill gas controls, they can pose health problems 
to nearby communities (Minott, 1989).
Physical dangers are only one important concern citizens have about landfills. They 
are also concerned about the effect o f landfills on aesthetics and the possibility that their 
community could become a “garbage dump” for neighboring communities (Zeis & Atwater, 
1987). Moreover, accusations o f racial discrimination in the siting of landfills further 
confounds the issues with respect to solid waste landfills (Bullard, 1990). The general public 
also fears that landfill facilities will affect property values adversely and does not trust 
private or government bodies that operate such facilities. This is commonly known as the 
NIMBY, not-in-my-backyard, syndrome.
Cooperative Extension Service and Environmental Issues
The Cooperative Extension System o f the United States is a nationwide, publicly- 
supported educational organization. Its origin dates back to 1914 and the passage of the 
Smith-Lever Act creating the Cooperative Extension Service within the land grant system.
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The Morrill Act o f 1862 provided for the sale o f public land to support a college in each state 
that would teach agriculture and the mechanical arts. The Hatch Act of 1889 provided for 
the establishment of agricultural experiment stations at land grant institutions 
(Rasmussen,1989). The Cooperative Extension Service has traditionally served as a link 
between the land grant university and its clientele.
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) is the educational arm o f  the 
Louisianan State University Agricultural Center and is part o f the national land grant system. 
LCES’s mission is to help people improve their lives through research-based education by 
providing county agents in all 64 Louisiana parishes.
Extension has disseminated information on agriculture and home economics research 
conducted through the land grant system and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The 
complexity of current environmental issues is reflected in the types of inquiries that 
Extension agents and specialists receive every day. Questions come from persons in every 
walk o f life in both rural and urban areas. Questions on the siting o f unwanted landfill, water 
pollution, family nutrition, wetlands and woodland are common. In addition farmers and 
business owners are continually faced with increasing environmental rules and regulations. 
In this climate, the need for a nonbiased, nonregulatory source o f current and accurate 
environmental information has never been greater.
As an educational agency in the public domain the LCES communicates 
environmental issues to local officials, small business and the general public. The LCES 
Environmental Education Project is responsible for liaison with DEQ, EPA, and other
6
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agencies to insure that the LCES stays abreast o f emerging issues and changes in rules and 
regulations that have an economic and social impact on taxpayers and consumers. 
Statement o f the Problem
Safe and proper solid waste disposal in communities throughout Louisiana and the 
United States is a serious issue. The present solid waste crisis is the culmination of years of 
neglect by governmental policy making and planning agencies. Their failure to anticipate 
and plan for solid waste disposal has created a situation in which it is now difficult to do so 
in a safe, affordable, and politically acceptable way (Bacot, McCabe, Fitzgerald, Bowen and 
Folz, 1993). Our modem world functions as a throw-away society. This creates the problem 
o f  how to handle all the waste that is generated. Suitable space for solid waste is decreasing. 
The solution is not just in landfilling, incineration, recycling and composting, but in the re­
education o f society in how we should live (Samargon, 1997).
West, Lee and Feiock (1992) emphasized that solid waste officials need to identify 
people who are interested in solid waste issues and determine their opinions because these 
opinions have implications for programmatic design and implementation. This study 
identifies opinions of relevant stakeholders and the implications these opinions will have on 
future Extension programming.
Purpose and Objectives of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine opinions of public officials and the 
general public concerning solid waste disposal, and to make recommendations for future 
Extension programming.
7
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Specific objectives o f  the study were:
1. Determine opinions of public officials in urban areas concerning the issue o f  solid 
waste.
2. Determine opinions of public officials in rural areas concerning the issue o f  solid 
waste.
3. Determine opinions o f the urban general public concerning the issue of solid waste.
4. Determine opinions o f the rural general public concerning the issue o f  solid waste.
5. Identify both common and unique themes in the opinions of public officials and the 
general public (urban and rural) concerning the issue o f solid waste.
Significance of the Study
The issue of care for the environment is not new, but concerns over pollution and the
disposal of solid waste have come to the forefront of public opinion. The findings o f  this
study can give direction to future Extension programming concerning the issue o f  solid
waste.
LCES has always taken a proactive approach to environmental issues. In agriculture 
as in rural areas the LCES has promoted the benefits o f organics to soil and plant growth. 
Experience in dealing with urban populations and the solid waste issues however is relatively 
new for the organization.
The findings o f  this study could enable LCES to strengthen programs with municipal 
and parish officials by making them aware of possible ways to manage solid waste disposal. 
Views of the general public on this issue could help these officials to make informed 
decisions. Furthermore, educational programs could be designed to increase knowledge and 
influence attitudes and perceptions of the general public.
S
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Definition o f Terms
• Biosolids. Domestic sewage sludge.
• Composting. The breakdown o f organic materials, such as grass, leaves, brush and 
biosolids.
• Environment. The complex o f social, cultural and physical conditions affecting 
nature, individuals or community.
• Incineration. A furnace or other apparatus for burning waste.
• Landfill. A place where garbage and municipal solid waste is buried for disposal 
purposes.
• Municipal Solid Waste (MSW). All material considered as garbage created by 
households, commercial sites such as restaurants, stores, offices, schools, museums, 
and waste from small to mid-sized companies and industries. Large cities, rural 
communities and the general public all contribute to the municipal solid waste 
stream.
• Recycling. Collection, separation, preparing material to buyer’s specifications, 
processing into new products, and consumers purchasing products containing 
recycled material.
• Waste-to-Energy. The process o f burning municipal solid waste to generate steam 
or electricity.
9
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
The purpose o f this study was to determine opinions o f public officials and the 
general public concerning solid waste disposal, and to make recommendations for future 
Extension programming. Relevant literature was reviewed, including solid waste issues in 
the United States and Louisiana, issues programming in the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service, and Extension programming in solid waste. The qualitative research method, focus 
group interview, was selected to gather information from stakeholders.
Solid Waste in the United States
United States Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
In 1965, the United States Congress enacted the Solid Waste Disposal Act, which 
was the first attempt by Congress to improve solid waste disposal practices. The Act was 
amended in 1970 and again in 1976 by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). RCRA structured the nation’s waste management practices for proper hazardous 
and solid waste management (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1996).
RCRA was enacted for three primary goals: (a) protection o f human health and the 
environment, (b) reduction o f waste and conservation o f energy and natural resources, and 
(c) reduction or elimination o f the generation of hazardous waste. The Act is divided into 
10 subtitles (A through J) that provide the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency(EPA) 
with the framework and authority to achieve the goals o f RCRA. Subtitles C through J 
established four environmental programs: hazardous waste management, solid waste
10
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management, underground storage tanks, and medical waste. The program under RCRA 
Subtitle D mandates states to develop comprehensive plans to manage nonhazardous solid 
waste such as household and industrial solid waste. Although RCRA dictates proper 
management o f hazardous and nonhazardous solid waste, it does not address hazardous 
waste from inactive or abandoned sites, or spills. These problems are addressed by a 
different act, the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), commonly known as Superfund (United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, 1996).
The general provisions under RCRA provide guidelines establishing a nationwide 
solid and hazardous waste management program. Congress concluded that the generation 
o f municipal and industrial waste increases each year and that unsound disposal practices 
have increased the amount of pollution in the environment. Congress directed EPA to fulfill 
the mandate of RCRA by working toward the following objectives (United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1996).
1. Provide technical and financial assistance to states and local entities.
2. Prohibit future open dumping o f solid and hazardous wastes, and develop 
alternative land disposal options.
3. Minimize the generation of hazardous waste.
4. Require proper management o f  hazardous waste
5. Provide authority for promulgating solid waste management guidelines.
6. Provide solid waste management research and development.
11
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Environmental Protection Agency
In December 1970, EPA was created by an act o f Congress to solve the nation’s 
environmental problems and to protect the public health. The mission o f EPA is to protect 
human health and to safeguard the natural environment o f air, water, and land upon which 
life depends (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1997a).
Environmental Protection Agency is to ensure that (United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, 1997a):
1. All Americans are protected from significant risks to human health and the 
environment where they live, learn, and work.
2. National efforts to reduce environmental pollution are enforced fairly and effectively.
3. Federal laws protecting human health and the environment are enforced fairly and 
effectively.
4. Environmental protection is an integral consideration in U.S. policies concerning 
natural resources, human health, economic growth, energy, transportation, 
agriculture, industry, and international trade. These factors are similarly considered 
in establishing environmental policy.
5. All parts of society—communities, individuals, business, state and local governments, 
tribal govemments—have access to accurate information sufficient to effectively 
participate in managing human health and environmental risks.
6. Environmental protection contributes to making our communities and ecosystems 
diverse, sustainable, and economically productive.
12
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7. The Unites States plays a leadership role in working with other nations to protect the 
global environment.
Since 1970, EPA has shown much progress in protecting public health and the quality 
o f the natural environment. From 1970 to 1994, solid waste production in the United States 
increased by one-third, from 123 million tons per year to over 209 million tons per year, or 
4.4 pounds per person per day. By recycling and composting, solid waste recovery for other 
uses has increased from 7 percent by weight in 1970 to 24 percent in 1994 (United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1995).
EPA has established a series o f long-term goals (United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, 1997a):
1. Clean air.
2. Clean and safe water.
3. Safe food.
4. Preventing pollution and reducing risk in communities, homes, workplaces and
ecosystems.
5. Better waste management restoration o f contaminated waste sites, and emergency
response.
6. Reduction of global and cross-border environmental risks.
7. Expansion of Americans’ right to know about their environment.
8. Sound science, improved understanding o f environmental risk.
9. A credible deterrent to pollution and greater compliance with the law.
10. Effective management.
13
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To accomplish these goals, EPA has established ten district offices in the United 
States for the execution of EPA programs, considering regional needs, and the 
implementation of federal environmental laws. Louisiana is in Region Six along with the 
states of New Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma, and Arkansas.
Characteristics o f Solid Waste Generated in the United States 
Solid waste generated in the United States has increased 236 percent in the last 35 
years, from 88.1 million tons in 1960 to 208 million tons in 1995. The forecast is for an 
increase through the year 2000. As shown in Table 1, recycling and composting have been 
on the rise, 118.4 million tons were deposited into landfills during 1995 (United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1997b).
Table 1
MSW Generated and MSW Per Management Practice. 1960-2000
Year 1960 1970 1980 1990 1995 2000
Total MSW Generated by Year 88.1 121.1 151.6 197.3 208.0 221.7
Recovery for recycling/composting 5.6 8.0 14.5 33.8 56.2 66.6
Discards after recovery 82.5 113.0 137.1 163.4 151.9 155.1
Combustion 27.0 25.1 13.7 31.9 33.5 36.0
Discards to landfill 55.5 87.9 123.4 131.6 118.4 119.1
sTote. All totals are in millions o f tons.
Solid waste generated per person has increased from 2.68 pounds per person per day 
in 1960 to 4.34 pounds per person per day in 1995 (see Table 2). EPA forecasts the amount 
o f solid waste per capita will increase to 4.42 pounds per person per day by the year 2000 
(United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1997b).
14
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Table 2
Per Capita MSW Generated and Per Capita MSW Per Management Practice. 1960-2000
Year 1960 1970 1980 1990 1995 2000
Total Waste Generated Per Capita 2.68 3.25 3.66 4.33 4.34 4.42
Recovery for recycling/composting 0.17 0.22 0.35 0.74 1.17 1.33
Discards after recovery 2.51 3.04 3.31 3.59 3.17 3.09
Combustion 0.82 0.67 0.33 0.70 0.70 0.72
Discards to landfill 1.69 2.36 2.98 2.89 2.47 2.38
Population (in millions) 180.0 204.0 227.3 249.4 262.8 274.6
1 ^ ote. All totals are in pounds per person per day.
Management o f Solid Waste in the United States and Louisiana
1. Landfills. Because they are cheap and easy to establish and operate, many 
landfills dot the countryside. But the volume o f MSW is becoming so large that available 
landfill space is being reduced. In the U.S., prior to 1988, over 5,500 landfills took 80% of 
the MSW. By 2009, four o f  five landfills operating today will be full, and a new landfill can 
cost $500,000 per acre to build and maintain after closure (Samargon, 1997).
Landfills that are in operation today are reaching grand proportions. A Staten Island 
landfill receives 22,000 tons of MSW from New York City per day. It will soon be the 
highest point on the Eastern Seaboard south o f Maine (Gore, 1992). Dr. W.L. Rathje, 
University o f Arizona, stated at a governmental hearing that the largest monument ever built 
by a New World civilization was the Temple of the Sun in Mexico. He was shocked to hear 
that a San Francisco landfill was nearly two and one-half times larger than the Sun Temple 
(Gore, 1992).
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2. Incineration. Binning o f solid waste is another high-waste approach to the 
disposal of MS W. The intent o f solid waste incineration is to kill disease-carrying organisms 
and reduce waste volume by 90% and weight by 75%. The product that remains is ash and 
can contain some heavy metals. One major advantage o f  incineration is the beneficial reuse 
o f the heat generated. The heat released from the burning o f solid waste can be used to heat 
nearby buildings, or sold to generate electricity.
The problem with incineration is the possible air pollution it may cause. 
Congressional investigators have concluded that air pollution from burning solid waste can 
include dioxins, furans and pollutants like arsenic, cadmium, chlorobenzenes, chloraphinals, 
chromium, cobalt, lead, mercury, PCBs, and sulfur dioxide (Gore, 1992). The worst case is 
the release of dioxins, which are considered carcinogenic, into the atmosphere (Miller, 1990).
Over 100 incinerators are in operation in the U.S., and over 250 are being planned 
for use. National environmental leaders are lobbying Congress to place a moratorium on the 
construction of new MS W incinerators until the year 2000 (Miller, 1990). It is reported that 
14 states bum 1 to 5 percent of their solid waste, six states bum between 6 and 10 percent, 
7 states between 11 and 20 percent, 5 states 20 percent or more. Sixteen states do not bum 
solid waste. Two states did not report. Louisiana does not have any solid waste incinerators 
(BioCycle, 1997).
3. Composting. The energy equivalent o f the organic fraction of waste discarded in 
the United States each year is 80 million barrels o f oil. Worldwide, at least one-fifth o f the 
MS W comes from kitchen and garden refuse (Cunningham & Saigo, 1990). Approximately 
60% of MSW is considered organic and could be composted.
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Decomposition is the part of the cycle that nature uses to reuse its own organic 
resources. Composting is a way of allowing much o f  the MS W organic fraction to re-enter 
the natural cycle. Composting is the management o f  nature’s natural decomposition process. 
Materials that can be composted include anything that is o f plant or animal origin.
Proper blending o f materials for efficient composting is based on  particle size, 
texture, moisture, and the ratio of carbon to nitrogen. Oxygen is a key factor in the 
composting process and those organisms that decompose organic matter in the presence of 
oxygen are considered aerobic. The composting process produces heat which destroys 
pathogens and weed seeds and with proper process management should produce minimum 
odors.
Yard waste composting programs are popular because of their relative low cost in 
capital outlay and operation. Also, yard waste can make up 20% of a state’s total solid 
waste. Louisiana has 13 such programs. There are 3,260 yard waste composting programs 
in the United States as o f 1996. Minnesota has the most with 431, while the District of 
Columbia and Delaware have none (BioCycle, 1997).
To limit landfill disposal and encourage other disposal methods such as composting, 
many states have put a ban on yard waste disposal into landfills to preserve landfill space. 
As of 1996 only 24 states had enacted such a ban. Louisiana is not one of them (BioCycle, 
1997).
Finished compost is quite different from the original materials it was derived. It is 
free of unpleasant odors, easily handled, and has a long storage life. Composting offers 
enhanced soil tilth and fertility, and reduces environmental risks. For these reasons,
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composting has attracted the attention o f waste-generators, public officials, and 
environmentalists (Composting Council, 1994).
4. Recycling. EPA estimates that in 1960, America recycled 6.3 percent of the total 
MSW or 5.6 million tons. For 1995, recycling had increased to 27 percent or 56.2 million 
tons, and the projection for the year 2000 is 30 percent or 66.6 million tons (United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1996).
Recycling involves a  process whereby materials that can be efficiently and 
economically collected and reconverted to raw materials for new products are collected from 
businesses and households. This material is then sold to manufacturers for the processing 
o f new products.
A successful recycling program is directly correlated to the actions and reactions 
among manufacturers, consumers, and collectors. Manufacturers will buy recyclable 
material and invest in the capital cost necessary to process them only if customers demand 
products made from recycled material, or if  the manufacturing process from recycled 
material is less expensive than virgin raw material.
There are three options for collection of recyclables from residential sources. 
Curbside collection involves a collector and the separation of the material at the household. 
Two other options are drop-off centers and buy-back centers. They are similar to each other 
in terms of how they are operated. The major difference is that one pays the consumer for 
the recycled material and thus controls its quality, whereas the drop-off centers rely on 
consumer goodwill as the incentive. Recycling does not come free. Someone, usually the
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taxpayer or consumer, pays. In many situations, the cost of collecting recyclables can be 
more than its market value (Waste Watch Center, 1997).
Solid Waste in Louisiana
History of the Louisiana Department o f Environmental Quality 
Conservation became important in the early 1900s. Wildlife began to disappear, 
hardwood forests were being cut down, and river flooding started to devastate major 
population areas. During the 1930s, the Department o f Wildlife and Fisheries started to 
monitor water quality due to the fisheries activity in Louisiana. In the 1950s air pollution 
was being monitored by the Louisiana Department o f  Health. The 1960s saw the emergence 
o f radiation control under the Department of Health, and later with the Department ofNatural 
Resources. Concern was mostly with low-level radiation from x-ray machines in doctors’ 
and dentists’ offices.
The National Environmental Protection Act, 1970, created the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the President’s Council on Environmental Quality. It was not until 
the Legislative Session o f 1972 that Act 460 formed the Governor’s Council on 
Environmental Quality in Louisiana. However, legislation to organize a State Environmental 
Protection Agency failed. The council started with four persons that soon learned that over 
100 agencies had environmental responsibilities. The major agencies at this time were the 
Departments o f Health, and Wildlife and Fisheries. In 1974, just two people were 
responsible for the environmental aspects of solid waste in Louisiana.
The Office o f Environmental Affairs began on January 1,1980, and operated until 
1983 when the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) was legislated into existence.
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In 1997, the Office o f Solid and Hazardous Waste was renamed the Office of Waste 
Services. The Office of Waste Services is responsible for all environmental aspects of solid 
waste.
The mission of DEQ was originally to manage all environmental concerns. Initially, 
the concerns were whether areas such as wildlife and fisheries, parks and recreation, 
wetlands, scenic streams, litter, drinking water, and agriculture and forestry were considered 
environmental. Except for litter control, all these areas have remained under their respective 
departments responsible for their own management and control (Moller, 1990).
Louisiana Solid Waste
Louisiana is currently landfilling 85 percent of its solid waste. Some state legislation 
has been implemented to encourage recycling and reuse. The legislature enacted a 1992 law 
to reduce landfilling by 25 percent. The most obvious method to reduce landfilling by 25 
percent is composting of yard waste, mainly due to its low cost.
One successful program on composting of yard waste and curbside recycling is in the 
city o f Lafayette in southwest Louisiana. The composting operation began in May 1990 
utilizing 10 acres of the 163 - acre site for windro wing and processing with a 2-acre retention 
pond.
Limbs, branches, leaves, grass clippings, and brush are collected curbside by Waste 
Management o f Acadiana once a  week. The material is transported to the composting 
facility, loaded into the tub grinder, ground into mulch, and then windrowed. The windrows 
are turned bi-weekly with a windrow turner and after six months, the result is a rich soil
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additive called compost. The composting facility processes approximately 8,000 tons o f yard 
waste annually (Lafayette City-Parish Government, 1997).
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality sponsored the “Trash Bash ‘95" 
clean-up of litter around the state. More than 15,000 volunteers picked up 656 tons o f trash 
and saved Louisiana taxpayers $354,000 at the minimum wage rate. Also as part o f the 1995 
“Great Louisiana Beach Sweep and Inland Waterway Cleanup,” 73 tons of litter along 310 
miles o f Louisiana beaches and shores were picked up by 7,000 volunteers (Louisiana 
Department of Environmental Quality, 1996).
Rapides Parish has been recognized as having an aggressive waste reduction and 
pollution prevention education program. The program has diverted approximately 21% of 
the parish’s solid waste, through waste reduction and recycling efforts. Its success has been 
attributed to education and community recycling activities (Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality, 1997).
Baton Rouge, the state’s capital, has a day set aside to promote environmental 
programs and to recognize the importance o f the planet earth. This is an annual event held 
every spring and has upwards o f85,000 people in attendance. The event combines education 
and entertainment for all ages.
The Louisiana Department ofNatural Resources, Coastal Restoration Division, has 
been conducting a Christmas Tree Fence Program, using old Christmas trees to help protect 
the state’s coastal wetlands. Approximately half a million trees have been used in erosion- 
control projects since its start. A Christmas tree fence is based on the design and use of a 
treated wooden containment area constructed in a  shallow open-water area. The Christmas
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trees are collected and placed within these containment areas to control sediment thereby 
reducing erosion. Twelve Louisiana parishes participate in the Christmas Tree Fence 
Program - Calcasieu, Cameron, Iberia, Jefferson, Lafourche, Orleans, St. Bernard, S t 
Charles, St. Martin, St. Mary, St. Tammany, St. John the Baptist (Louisiana Department of 
Environmental Quality, 1997).
The Green Project located in the New Orleans area, is a two-year-old nonprofit 
organization whose mission is to develop and sustain community-based solutions for urban 
environmental problems. The Green Project offers recycled paint and building materials at 
low cost a children’s art program, and a community garden that includes natural produce, 
plants, herbs, and compost. The project provides school outreach and is operated mostly by 
volunteers (Louisiana Department o f Environmental Quality, 1997).
Beneficial Use o f Agricultural Waste in Louisiana
Properly treated sewage sludge is a valuable soil amendment to agricultural land. Its 
value comes not only as a fertilizer but for returning organic matter to the soil. Sewage 
sludge contains up to 20 percent solids. These solids contain up to four percent organic 
nitrogen. It is the organic nitrogen that makes sewage sludge valuable to agricultural land 
(Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1992).
Since the 1950s, the City o f  Lafayette has practiced land application of digested 
sewage sludge. Lafayette produces eight tons of sludge per day. The biological, nutrient, 
and humus material within the sludge amends the silty clay soils thus making them more 
productive. This resource is used beneficially on area farm land for growing grass and hay
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for cattle feed. It has greatly reduced the need for inorganic fertilizer and has increased hay 
production (Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1992).
During a five-year period, Lafayette has provided farmers with 245 tons o f  nitrogen, 
220 tons of phosphorus, and 22 tons of potassium. The dollar savings on transportation and 
tipping fees for landfilling are substantial. The nutrient value alone would be $339,560 as 
compared to using inorganic fertilizer (Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1992).
The City o f  Shreveport’s Lucas Wastewater Treatment Plant produces 376,667 
gallons of wastewater and 30 tons of digested sludge per day. The sludge is pumped from 
three anaerobic digesters approximately eight miles to a sludge lagoon at the disposal site. 
Here the wastewater/sludge is stored until it is applied to the land.
Land application consists of a rotating spray irrigation nozzle which uniformly 
distributes sludge over an area 475 feet in diameter. The average application is 7,533 gallons 
per acre per week. The sludge is applied on a 350-acre site on which Bermuda grass is 
grown for hay (Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1992).
In 1989, Louisiana had 20 operating sugar mills that processed more than 82 million 
tons of sugar cane. During this process the mills create three million tons o f organic waste 
called bagasse. Over 75% of bagasse was used for fuel to operate the sugar mills.
Bagasse can also be applied to the land for its nutrient value, especially its organic 
content. The main drawback to land application is the cost o f loading, transportation, and 
land application.
Another disposal method for bagasse is composting. Composting is an effective and 
environmentally sound method of disposal. Composting can reduce bagasse volume by 60
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percent, thereby reducing transportation needed for land application. In 1989, the cost to 
land apply the excess bagasse would have been $14 million (Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service, 1992).
During 1990, 82 cotton gins were operating in Louisiana ginning 852,642 bales of 
cotton. Each bale o f cotton will produce 150 pounds o f gin trash during the ginning process. 
Prior to 1991, most cotton gin trash was burned. Since 1991, the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s air quality regulations have prohibited the open burning o f gin trash.
Composting or direct land application of gin trash to the soil can increase the organic 
matter content, improve the soil tilth, and add valuable nutrients needed for plant growth. 
A ton o f cotton gin trash compost may provide 30 pounds o f nitrogen, six pounds of 
phosphorus, and two pounds o f potassium. The main disadvantage o f land application is the 
cost o f loading and transportation (Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1992).
Poultry production is one o f the largest animal industries in Louisiana. Dead birds, 
from normal mortality of broilers, can result in approximately 210,000 pounds of carcasses 
for disposal each week. Annually, that is six million birds. A satisfactory system for 
disposal o f carcasses is necessary for sanitation, disease and odor prevention, and for 
environmental reasons. The Louisiana Livestock Sanitary Board has approved four methods 
o f carcass disposal. These methods are disposal pits, incineration, rendering, and 
composting.
If composted, the dead bird compost could provide as much as 3 7 pounds of nitrogen, 
46 pounds o f phosphate, and 31 pounds of potash per ton of dead bird compost. The greatest 
problem in land application of organic wastes is over-application. This is not only wasteful
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o f  plant nutrients, but can also result in excessive levels o f salts, nitrogen, and phosphorus 
in soils. Nutrients not taken up by plants can be lost to groundwater by leaching or to surface 
water through runoff (Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1992).
Rice is an important agricultural commodity to Louisiana. Rice is grown in 29 
parishes. Although some rice is grown in northeast Louisiana, production is, for the most 
part, concentrated in the southwestern parishes. Rice was harvested on 603,567 acres by 
2,140 producers in 1998, yielding 30,175,776 pounds o f rice (Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service, 1999).
Rice mills in Louisiana mill approximately 900,000 tons of rice per year. O f this 
total, 20% was rice hulls (185,000 tons, dry weight). Nine percent (16,000 tons, dry weight) 
was used for poultry and livestock bedding. Rice hulls used for bedding are referred to as 
“whole hulls.” The remaining hulls were ground. Fifty-four percent (100,000 tons, dry 
weight) of the ground hulls were used for regeneration. Regeneration refers to the burning 
o f the ground hulls by power plants to produce electricity. O f the remaining ground hulls, 
19% (3 5,000 tons, dry weight) was used for mill feed and 18% (34,000 tons, dry weight) was 
composted or stockpiled (Carney, 1992).
Agrilectric, based in Lake Charles, bums approximately 100,000 tons o f ground rice 
hulls per year to fuel its 11.5 megawatt power plant. Farmers Rice Mill supplies most o f  the 
rice hulls, with the balance coming from other mills in the area.
Agrilectric generates 97,000 megawatt hours o f electricity per year. Agrilectric and 
Farmers Rice Mill use 15% (14,550 mwh) of the electricity generated. The remaining 85% 
(82,450 mwh) is sold to Gulf States Utilities. Rice hulls average 6,000 Btu/lb, with one ton
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being equal to four cubic yards. The main by-product from the burning o f  rice hulls is ash. 
Agrilectric produces 18,000 to 19,000 tons o f ash per year. All o f the ash produced by 
Agrilectric is sold to the steel industry for insulation purposes or to environmental industries 
to be used as a filter medium (Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 1992).
Rice hull compost is an organic soil conditioner or amendment. It is sold 
commercially for home and garden use, container medium, greenhouses, and golf course 
construction. The cost of rice hull compost is about one-half the cost o f quality peats. This 
is due, in part, to the high freight cost for peat coming from Canada.
To compost ground rice hulls effectively they are put through an aerobic process 
common to most composting processes. This compost has an odorless, rich coffee color with 
a smooth texture. The composting process makes it free of most unwanted weed or grass 
seed (Carney, 1992).
Solid waste from trees can be used as a source of energy. Forestry by-products are 
normally high in carbon with relatively high Btu per pound. Bark, for example, contains 
8,500 Btu/pound of dry material.
Willamette Industries, Inc. is beneficially using solid waste generated at mills in 
Dodson, Ruston, and Zwolle. The Dodson mill bums approximately 98,000 tons o f bark per 
year, Ruston 50,000 tons, and Zwolle 90,000 tons. These three mills combined use more 
than 230,000 tons o f bark annually to provided energy for their operations.
By utilizing solid waste generated in its daily operations to provide energy, 
Willamette Industries saves almost 450,000,000,000 Btu/year (17 million Btu/ton o f bark). 
This amount is equivalent to approximately 326,000 million cubic feet o f  natural gas. The
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fuel oil equivalent is more than 2,000,000 gallons. Dollar savings by using bark as an energy 
source are approximately $650,000 for natural gas, and $1,500,000 for fuel oil. N ot only 
does using bark to provide energy reduce energy costs, it also saves energy that would be 
necessary to transport and dispose of the bark (Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service, 
1992).
Extension Environmental Education Programming
Issues Programming
The advent of issues-based programming within the Cooperative Extension System 
in recent years has broken down some of the old barriers about urban and rural issues. In 
Louisiana, an issue such as solid waste transcends urban and rural settings. Everyone can 
identify with issues such as waste management, water quality, food safety, and health care 
issues. Legislative redistricting based on census figures has given urban dwellers more 
clout than ever before. Therefore, urban as well as rural issues must be addressed through 
cooperative efforts (Lamm, 1992). Solid waste management can be one such effort.
Issues programming had its start in the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
(LCES) in 1988. LCES faculty was directed to broaden their advisory groups to include 
individuals, groups, and organizations which had not been represented in the past (Verma, 
Baker & McFatter, 1990).
Working groups were established representing Extension faculty, university 
departments and agencies, and public and private sector organizations. These groups were 
asked to develop a resource list and supportive materials. An issues programming committee 
was initiated to develop Louisiana’s issues program m ing effort. The committee was made
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up o f a programming specialist, a subject matter specialist, an Extension specialist and 
division leader, and two field agents. A  publication was developed along with limited 
teaching materials. The publication entitled “Guidelines on Issues Programming in 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service” was distributed to all LCES faculty. In 1989, 
statewide training was initiated with additional training in the summer o f 1989 and the spring 
o f 1990 (Baker, 1992).
In the fall of 1989, parish advisory groups met to identify parish issues. A total of 
1,102 participants representing a broad spectrum of society, participated in these council 
meetings. An average of nine issues were identified by each parish. A state issues planning 
committee compiled the issues from all 64 parishes into four larger categories. These 
categories were the environment, family, education, and economic and community 
development. Rapid response groups were named to respond to needs from the parishes; and 
considerable time continues to be directed toward these issues both by Extension and outside 
individuals and organizations (Baker, 1992).
Since the start of issues-based programming, Baker and Verma (1993) have found 
issues programming both utilized and resisted by Extension personnel. They indicated five 
possible reasons: (a) unfamiliarity with issues-based programming strategies, (b) lack of 
state and field administrative support for the process, (c) lack o f training for agents and 
specialists as facilitators, especially with focus-group interview procedures, (d) territorial 
problems, (e) ineffective use of volunteers with experience and interest in the issues.
Issues-based programming continues to be a way LCES programming can be more 
responsive to urban and rural societal needs. It can also be useful to Extension when all
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clientele needs cannot be met; when administrators and specialists need to prioritize 
important needs, and respond efficiently; and when legislators and the public demand more 
responsive and accountable service (Yang, Fetsch, Jenson & Weigel, 1995).
Environmental Education Program
The LCES Environmental Education Program has three major objectives:
1. Maintain contact with agencies, institutions, and organizations in the public and 
private sector in regard to developments, problems, and solutions in the area o f  
natural resource and environmental management, and pursue funding for research 
and extension efforts which will enhance the capabilities and capacity o f the LCES 
to provide educational assistance to the people of Louisiana.
2. Improve the ability o f LCES faculty to provide assistance to traditional clientele 
including local officials and agri-business leaders in solving air, water, wastewater, 
solid waste, natural resource, and land use problems.
3. Communicate LCES’ environment education program capabilities to regulatory and 
technical assistance agencies, and other institutions and organizations in both the 
public and private sectors (LCES, 1995).
Extension education programs are set in the vision o f the national Natural Resources 
and Environmental Management (NREM) Programs. These programs are based on the 
mission of the Cooperative Extension System and the philosophy o f the land-grant system 
to help people improve their lives through an educational process that uses scientific research 
focused on issues and needs. NREM’s educational goals focus on a change in behaviors o f
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natural resource users. Attitudinal and behavioral changes are long term, internal to the 
individual, and not easily lost due to external changes (Fridgen, 1994).
Extension is acknowledging a changing world. Politically, socially, and 
technologically, the clientele base is shifting. These changes should not be viewed as 
possible problems or losses, but as opportunities for Extension to expand its influence and 
to focus the system’s expertise and resources to problem solving, and helping people help 
themselves.
Some examples o f issues-based programs on solid waste are cited. The extension 
staff o f Lake County, Ohio, addressed the problem o f solid waste management (Owen, 1994). 
At the University of Idaho, two extension agents and the consumer educator for a regional 
landfill worked together to design, promote, and deliver a home composting program that 
included distribution o f900 compost bin kits. These bins helped reduce the amount o f waste 
hauled, and avoided hauling costs was $51,975 over a one year period (Morales, 1995). 
Composting as a waste management tool played a major role with a local recycling effort 
in Virginia. A survey indicated needed public education programs in solid waste. As a 
result, funds were provided to the Virginia Cooperative Extension to prepare the Virginia 
Yard waste Management Manual. (May, Simpson & Relf, 1994). The LCES, for the past 
five years, has conducted compost facility operators training. Over 150 compost facility 
operators have been trained in the art and science o f large-scale composting. Students have 
come from 27 states and 3 foreign countries.
Qualitative Research Methods
The main thought process that has been used in the social and behavioral sciences 
is known as the “scientific method.” The process or method assumes quantitative
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measurement, experimental design, and statistical analysis (Patton, 1990). The scientific 
method has its basis in agricultural experimentation which has provided many o f the basic 
statistical and experimental techniques.
Qualitative research methods use in-depth, open-ended interviewing, and personal 
observation to better understand social phenomena. There are three types o f qualitative 
research employed in the United States today. They are focus groups, motivational research, 
and depth interviews (Greenbaum, 1988). The group depth interview (focus group) is one 
o f the most widely used tools in market research today.
Focus Group Interview
The basic methods used in qualitative studies involve individual and group in-depth 
interviews. The focus group interview is usually made up of eight to ten respondents under 
the guidance of a trained moderator who guides the discussion. A session usually lasts 
approximately two hours. The goal is to obtain detailed information from a limited number 
o f closely related and relevant individuals (Goldman & McDonald, 1987). Participants 
should be selected who will provide answers and comments that are the most relevant and 
informative to the study. The purpose o f the study must control who is to be interviewed. 
Other demographic factors like geography, age, gender, income and participation 
characteristics can be included (Krueger, 1988).
If possible, facilities should be large enough to accommodate several observers. The 
trend is to video-tape and audio-record the focus group interview. The room should be large 
enough to accommodate this equipment. The amount of moderator involvement during the 
group interviews is determined by the nature o f  the group. The more talkative and alert the
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participants are the more passive the role o f the moderator becomes. The main role o f  the 
moderator is to guide the group discussion and maintain order (Krueger, 1988).
The session length is controlled by the number o f questions asked. Having less than 
ten questions is the norm. Usually a session will have no more than five or six questions 
(Krueger, 1988).
The Extension Service has used focus groups in many studies. The State University 
ofNew Jersey, 1994, used a focus group approach for coalition building. Ninety-six percent 
o f  the participants said that the focus group discussions broadened their understanding o f  the 
major contributions o f agriculture (Tavemier & Hartley, 1994).
Increasingly complex and controversial issues are emerging for extension agents and 
administrators as urbanization o f rural and agricultural lands expands. To help address those 
issues Tavemier and Hartley (1994) developed a model for coalition building. This model 
adopted a focus group approach of bringing together farmers, environmentalists, policy 
makers, and the non-farm public. The results suggest that using focus groups for coalition 
building is best facilitated when views are properly communicated and understood.
In 1995, Holz-Clause and Jost developed a study to learn more about people’s 
perceptions of agriculture and the food industry in Iowa. The results indicated that all 
participants equated agriculture with farming rather than the wider industry.
Focus groups have been used in studies performed by the LCES. A series o f seven 
focus group interviews was conducted to assist in an evaluability assessment o f the LCES 
leadership program (Verma, 1991). The objective of this study was to obtain in-depth 
information on inputs, operations, and impacts associated with this educational program.
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Another study used focus group interviews to evaluate the LCES issues programming 
process (Baker, 1992). Barnett (1997) used focus groups to study cotton advisory 
committees in the LCES and their effectiveness in helping Extension agents develop sound 
programs based on needs. The study attempted to determine whether cotton advisory 
committees were fulfilling their purpose o f identifying perceived needs. Recommendations 
for addressing needs determined in the study were made.
The quality o f results obtained from focus group interviews in Extension has been 
impressive. Focus groups have helped Extension faculty spot ineffective plans or programs 
in time to revise or eliminate them. They have also provided information in advance on how 
participants will respond to a program. Although focus groups can help identify client 
opinions, they do not indicate the extent o f those opinions, and are not representative of the 
population as a whole. Assessment methods based on random sampling must be used to 
supplement focus group interviews if generalizations to whole populations are needed 
(Gamon, 1992).
Summary
In 1965, the U.S. Congress enacted the Solid Waste Disposal Act. This Act 
structured the nation’s waste management practices for proper solid waste disposal. 
Municipal Solid Waste (MS W) represents all solid waste created by households, restaurants, 
stores, offices, schools, and museums. Total MSW generated in the U.S. during 1960 was 
88.1 million tons, and 208.0 million tons in 1995, a 236 percent increase. Daily per capita 
solid waste generation increased from 2.7 pounds to 4.4 pounds in the same time period. In 
1995, Louisiana citizens contributed over 3.6 million tons o f MSW.
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The increasing volume o f  solid waste in the United States creates a problem o f how 
to handle all the waste that is generated. The solution is not just in utilizing waste 
management techniques such as landfilling, incineration, recycling, and composting but 
could also be in educating society on waste management issues. With the advent o f issues- 
based programming, the Cooperative Extension System has provided a means to address 
issues, such as solid waste, that transcend both urban and rural clientele.
This study used the qualitative research method o f focus group interviews. This 
method allowed the researcher to study Louisiana’s solid waste issue in depth and detail. 
The data obtained should enable the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service to improve 
environmental programming for municipal and rural parish officials and the general public.
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose o f this study was to determine opinions o f public officials and the 
general public concerning solid waste disposal, and to make recommendations for future 
Extension programming. Research data were obtained through focus group interviews. 
This method was chosen because it provided an opportunity for group interaction, and 
greater insight and depth into opinions (Krueger, 1988). The findings could be used to 
enhance Extension’s environmental education programming.
Focus Groups
West, Lee and Feiock (1992) emphasized that solid waste officials need to identify 
people who are interested in solid waste issues and determine their opinions. This study 
identifies opinions o f two groups of relevant stakeholders, i.e., public officials and the 
general public from rural and urban areas. The decision on the number o f focus groups 
considered geographic location and facilities available (Morgan, 1998). The Baton Rouge 
site was chosen because it is centrally located to four of the largest urban municipalities in 
the state. Thus providing a large purposive sample o f urban public officials and general 
public participants. The Crowley site was selected because o f its facilities and location to 
a  rural population. This provided the purposive sample of rural public officials and general 
public participants necessary for the study.
Morgan (1998) states that focus groups rely on purposive samples. The purposive 
sampling technique chooses focus group participants according to the study’s objectives.
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Krueger (1988) indicates that the optimum number of participants for a focus group is seven 
to twelve and recommends over-recruiting to ensure the number of participants needed.
The urban groups were composed of municipal public officials from the parishes of 
Jefferson, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette and Rapides, and the general public from the parishes 
of East Baton Rouge, West Baton Rouge, and Livingston. The rural groups consisted of 
public officials from the parishes of Acadia, Jefferson Davis and Vermilion, and the general 
public from the parishes o f  Acadia and Vermilion.
The groups were as follows:
1. Municipalities (urban). This focus group consisted o f six public officials from 
municipalities in the parishes of Jefferson, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette and Rapides. This 
group was randomly selected from a purposive sample o f  officials who were directly or 
indirectly responsible for making decisions concerning their municipal solid waste stream. 
These six members were invited from a list of 12 possible participants. The list o f 12 
participants was identified by their peers as being responsible for solid waste issues in their 
municipalities.
2. Rural Parishes (rural). This focus group consisted of seven public officials who 
were directly or indirectly responsible for making decisions concerning solid waste issues 
in the parishes of Acadia, Jefferson Davis and Vermilion. This group was randomly selected 
from a purposive sample o f  officials identified by their peers as having responsibility for the 
solid waste stream in these parishes. The seven members were invited from a list of 12 
possible participants. The list of 12 participants were identified as being responsible for
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solid waste issues in their parishes. This group represented parishes designated as rural in the 
1990 U.S. Census.
3. General Public (rural and urban). Two focus groups were drawn from the general 
public. One group consisted o f seven participants from the rural parishes o f Acadia, 
Jefferson Davis, and Vermilion. These seven members were invited from a list o f 10 
possible participants. The 10 participants were randomly selected from three separate list 
o f  possible participants provided by Extension agents in these parishes.
The second group was six urban or city dwellers from the parishes o f East Baton 
Rouge, West Baton Rouge, and Livingston. These six members were invited from a list of 
30 possible participants. The list o f  30 participants was compiled from two composting 
programs sponsored by the Extension Service in Baton Rouge. All 30 participants were 
asked if  they would be a part of the focus group, nine agreed and were asked to participate. 
Procedure
Two sites were chosen for the focus group interviews. The first site was the 
conference room of the East Baton Rouge Cooperative Extension Office for the two urban 
groups. This meeting room met all criteria for an acceptable facility with ample parking 
provided. It provided conference style seating for participants and was suitable for audio and 
video recording.
The second site chosen was located in the southwestern part of the state. The selected 
rural parishes were within convenient driving distance of the Acadia Parish Extension Office 
in Crowley where the two rural groups met. It was centrally located with a  conference room 
suitable for audio and video recording.
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The urban groups were composed o f six out of twelve invited public officials from 
the parishes of Orleans, Jefferson, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette, and Rapides, and six out o f 
ten invited general public participants from the parishes o f  East Baton Rouge, West Baton 
Rouge, and Livingston. The two rural groups consisted o f seven out o f twelve invited public 
officials from the parishes o f  Acadia, Jefferson Davis, and Vermilion, and seven out o f  ten 
invited general public participants from the parishes o f  Acadia, Jefferson Davis, and 
Vermilion.
Participants received a letter of invitation to participate in their respective focus 
groups with a return reply post card to confirm attendance. Follow-up telephone calls were 
made by the researcher as needed. The letter contained a brief explanation of the purpose, 
session time, date, and location (Appendix A).
Instrumentation
Goldman & McDonald (1987) state that there are three elements to a successful focus 
group session, i.e., the facility, the moderator, and the questioning plan. The facility must 
meet the needs o f both the researcher and the participants. Morgan (1998) states that existing 
meeting rooms routinely meet the needs necessary for audio and video taping and provide 
the convenience and comfort needed by the participants. Experience and objectivity are 
critical in a moderator. The moderator should be well prepared and must be knowledgeable 
of the purpose of the study. The moderator for this study was the researcher and was assisted 
by an audio and video tape machine operator.
The questioning plan moved the group from the general to the specific. The 
moderator used the opening question to set the agenda, create a relaxed atmosphere, and put
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the participants at ease. The moderator kept the group focused on the subject o f the 
interview as the discussion evolved. The final question allowed for participant comments. 
Each session lasted two hours.
A questioning plan was field tested through a focus group comprised of six randomly 
selected participants from the parishes o f Acadia, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette, and Orleans. 
The group consisted o f one male, who was a public official, three females and two males 
from the general public. Participant’s comments were taken into consideration and one 
question was deleted from the questioning plan because it was confusing to participants The 
final questioning plan can be seen in Appendix B. The focus group field test lasted one and 
one-half hours.
Data Analysis
The largest challenge of data analysis is to reduce the large amount o f raw data into 
identifiable patterns and themes. Krueger (1988) states that analysis begins with the original 
objectives of the study. The data analysis should be started as soon as possible after the 
interviews are completed (Goldman & McDonald, 1987). Both recommendations were 
followed.
Data for this study were in the form o f video and audio tapes. Both video and audio 
tapes were used to extract participant comments and to summarize responses to each 
question.
Data analysis consisted of the following steps (Appendix D):
1. Individual messages from public officials and the general public were 
identified.
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2. Individual messages were sorted into naturally occurring categories.
3. Individual messages by group were further sorted into final categories.
4. Interview summaries by group and by question were developed.
5. Action/situation-outcome tables by group and by question were developed.
6. Comparison of summaries by group were developed.
7. Themes were extracted.
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS
Introduction
The purpose o f  this study was to determine opinions o f public officials and the 
general public concerning solid waste disposal, and to make recommendations for future 
Extension programming. Research data were obtained through focus group interviews. This 
method was chosen because it provides an opportunity for group interaction, and greater 
insight and depth into opinions (Krueger, 1988).
Four focus groups were studied. The two urban groups were composed o f six public 
officials from the parishes o f Jefferson, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette, and Rapides, and six 
general public participants from the parishes o f  East Baton Rouge, West Baton Rouge, and 
Livingston. The two rural groups consisted o f seven public officials from the parishes o f 
Acadia, Jefferson Davis, and Vermilion, and seven general public participants from the 
parishes o f Acadia and Vermilion.
Characteristics o f the four groups were as follows:
1. Public Officials (urban) This group consisted of four females and two males, ranging
in age from 38 to 55 years. Two were landfill coordinators, two were composting 
coordinators, and two were in recycling. These six members were invited from a list 
of 12 possible participants. The list o f  12 participants was identified by their peers 
as being directly or indirectly responsible for solid waste issues in the parishes of 
East Baton Rouge, Jefferson, Lafayette, Orleans, and Rapides.
41
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2. Public Officials (rural) This group consisted of six males and one female, ranging in 
age from 45 to 63 years. Two were mayors, three were police jury members, one was 
a city council member and one was an economic development consultant. These 
seven members were invited from a list o f 12 possible participants. The list o f 12 
possible participants was identified by their peers as being directly or indirectly 
responsible for solid waste issues in the parishes o f Acadia, Jefferson Davis, and 
Vermilion.
3. General Public (urban) This group was composed o f four males and two females, 
ranging in age from 43 to 70 years. These six members were invited from a list of 
30 possible participants. The list o f 30 participants was compiled from two 
composting programs sponsored by the Extension Service in Baton Rouge. All 30 
participants were asked to be a part of the focus group, nine agreed and were asked 
to participate.
4. General Public (rural) This group consisted of four females and three males, ranging 
in age from 36 to 60 years. These seven members were invited from a list o f  10 
possible participants. The list of 10 participants was compiled from three separate 
list of possible participants provided by the Extension agents in the parishes of 
Acadia, Jefferson Davis, and Vermilion.
Individual messages from public officials and the general public groups were 
identified and sorted into a list o f initial categories. The initial categories were compared for 
duplication and sorted into final categories. Content indexes were developed indicating the 
individual messages as sorted in the final categories (Appendix C).
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Individual question summaries were completed for each group. Using the Baker 
(1992) example, action/situation-outcome tables were developed from the individual 
question summaries. Comparison summaries for both groups were written.
Individual messages and the individual question summary comparisons o f the two 
groups were analyzed for themes. These themes represent the findings o f this study. 
Focus Group Interview - Public Officials (urban) - Group 1 - Baton Rouge
Participants were given a background statement of the reasons for the study and its 
possible benefits to Extension programs. The moderator’s role and the reason for the audio 
tape recorder and the video camera were explained. Participants were thanked for attending. 
They introduced themselves by name and title.
Question 1. When you hear the words municipal solid waste, what comes to mind?
The group agreed that solid waste consisted mainly of things that are solid. One 
participant stated “anything that’s not liquid and/or gas.” There was general agreement that 
solid waste was all material that is reused, recycled, and landfilled. One participant said, 
“My definition of solid waste is essentially all of our different discards and what you do with 
them and so that would be construction demolition and composting and solid waste and 
household hazardous waste and certainly recycling and then the residuals.”
Two participants said solid waste was a management problem. “ So we are charged 
with disposing the waste in an environmentally sound manner but also in the cheapest 
manner that we can manage.” One member stated education was important and said, “... 
educate people on not for them to think that they just put it at curbside and that it 
disappears.”
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Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f  group 1 to question 1 are 
summarized in Table 3.
Table 3. Urban Officials. Group 1. Question 1
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Solid Waste Something that is solid 
Reuse and recycle 
Something that is landfilled
Management Education
Environmental concerns 
Cost for solid waste disposal
Question 2. What are your opinions concerning the different options for disposing of solid
waste?
Consider:
a. Incineration
b. Recycling
c. Composting
d. Landfills (siting and use)
a. Incineration
The group agreed that incineration would not be feasible due to low resale cost o f 
electricity if used for cogeneration. Also, low landfill tipping fees are more attractive to 
municipalities than the high cost o f building and operating a cogeneration plant.
One participant cited the smell from burning garbage as a problem. There was 
general agreement that incineration can cause air pollution. The group expressed concern 
over safety factors and that public opposition would not allow an incinerator to be built.
The main point expressed by the group was concern over air pollution. “We’ve got 
too many chemical plants here. I think that’s affecting our perception of burning.”
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b. Recycling
General consensus of the group was that curbside recycling is expensive and not cost 
effective. Some stated that market development and government mandates are needed. If  
there is to be a true reduction of solid waste then the focus needs to be on source reduction.
Many from the group stated that from their work experiences participation is higher 
in neighborhoods o f high economic status. A range o f 43% to 65% participation in recycling 
with a cost o f disposal ranging from $210/ton to $245/ton was stated. One member stated 
that participation is greater in other states and countries than in Louisiana.
The group agreed that recycling was not a high priority with government officials and 
that lack o f  trust in government was a hindrance to starting a program. Some suggested 
solutions stated included the possibility o f using a pay-as-you-throw program. This would 
encourage source reduction and recycling. The need to regionalize the disposal o f solid 
waste between cities and parishes would help reduce cost and increase participation. It was 
also stated that the Extension Service has been successful with many programs in the past 
and that their strength is in having an established office in all parishes. “I think recycling, 
I think it does come down to the markets and economics.”
c. Composting
The group agreed that composting reduced solid waste more than recycling. One 
participant gave a figure of 22% reduction o f solid waste in one city through composting. 
Although composting is very popular with taxpayers, there is still a need for public trust. 
Backyard composting was cited as the main contributor to reduction o f organic waste.
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The group agreed that large-scale composting does require large capital outlay. 
Litter, odor, and plastic bags seemed to be the major problems. It was stated that collection 
and processing costs can be as high as $65 per ton, with some contracts for just composting 
ranging from $15 to $35 per ton. One local government mandates that haulers advertise 
conservation.
All participants agreed that educating the public is very important to any program’s 
success. Problems with composting it was felt could be attributed to the lack o f resources 
and commitment from both state and local governments.
It was suggested that composting is in direct competition with waste haulers and 
landfill operators. So, composting needs to be more cost effective than landfills. One 
member stated, “... had proposed a composting facility several years ago, but the old standard 
is, unless you get us below the landfill cost, they’re not going to do it.”
d. Landfilling
The group agreed that landfills are a needed part o f any integrated solid waste 
program. But the larger the landfill the more cost effective it becomes and the more 
complaints it receives. The number of landfills have been reduced from 1,600 to 11 in just 
6 or 7 years. Concern was voiced over the capacity o f landfills decreasing at a greater rate 
than predicted.
The group expressed concern over the increasing costs of landfills and the 30 year 
post closure rule. It was surmised that cities and parishes that do not have landfills seem to 
have better conservation programs and participation.
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Illegal dumping is more costly than if  disposed of correctly. Someone has to pick-up 
after them. Also, the group realized that some areas of the state have no mandatory solid 
waste pickup thus creating illegal dumping.
The group mostly agreed with the fact that the public needs to be educated in the true 
cost o f  landfilling. One participant related, “We built a landfill I guess it was 34 million 
dollars that opened two years ago and we’re filling it up at twice the rate we projected.” 
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 1 to question 2 are 
summarized in Table 4.
Table 4. Urban Officials. Group 1. Question 2
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Incineration Capital and operational cost 
Low cost of Landfilling 
Odor
Air pollution 
Smoke
High operating cost
Safety and health issues
Public perception concerning pollution
Recycling Not cost effective 
Need market development 
Participation 43% to 65%
Not high priority with government 
officials
Correlates directly with social/economic 
status
Need government mandates
(table continued)
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ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Composting Great volume reduction 
Lack o f  resources and commitment from 
government officials 
Backyard composting reduces yardwaste 
pick-up by 33%
Large capital outlay 
Education and public important 
Direct competition with waste haulers 
and landfill operator
Landfills Important to solid waste program 
The larger the more cost effective 
Landfill numbers reduced from 1,600 to 
11
High construction cost 
Cost o f illegal dumping 
Capacity decreasing at high rate 
Educate public o f true cost to taxpayers
Question 3. What do you see as the main solid waste issue or concern facing your towns
and cities today?
a. Economics?
b. Environmental Concerns (water, air, etc.)?
c. Health Concerns?
d. What about the future?
All members agreed that the greatest problem is the perception that all solid waste 
just disappears like “magic” and there is no cost associated with disposal. Other concerns 
expressed were the lack o f control over waste haulers and problems associated with their 
contracts, such as contract extensions and changing primary haulers.
Some agreed that solid waste disposal terminology should reflect the total picture, not 
just landfilling. One member stated the terminology should “... not focus on the word 
recycling but words like minimization, reduction and reuse.”
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Most agreed that there are health concerns like leaking landfills that could 
contaminate drinking water. One participant said, “I guess that’s the unknown, because 
when you are looking down the line, you don’t know how that land use is going to change 
and how that stuff is going to accumulate.” Most expressed concern over disposal of 
household hazardous waste and other unknowns that find their way into landfills.
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 1 to question 3 are 
summarized in Table 5.
Table 5. Urban Officials. Group 1. Question 3
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Disposal High cost
Concerns over contracts with waste 
haulers
Control over waste haulers 
Terminology
Health Leaking landfills 
Contaminated drinking water 
Disposal of household hazardous waste
Question 4. Based on our discussion here today, how could the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service help?
There was general agreement that few Extension staff had an interest in waste 
reduction. One member stated that Extension should change its mission and lobby state 
government. There were comments that Extension has always been associated with 
conservation.
There was general appreciation for Extension’s involvement in solid waste issues, but 
more statewide effort is indicated. Extension should be an information clearinghouse
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providing newsletters and directories o f people involved statewide. Also, Extension should 
perform research on total cost accounting for solid waste disposal. One member stated, 
“...something that will look into everything from the time the garbage is generated at a 
household to the time it’s finally landfilled or incinerated or reused...”
Extension should help develop one large association dealing with environmental 
issues instead of the many small single issue organizations. Extension should expand efforts 
on developing workshops on all aspects of solid waste disposal not just on organics.
The group agreed that more education is needed. Suggestions included, “Put it all 
together and educate people like us.” “If we had a local source of in-state information ... 
instead of having to draw from some other organization.” “In one area your agents are 
everywhere, as we know. It’s admirable that you are looking for something more to do when 
I know your agents are doing everything ... so I wonder from a funding point o f view can 
more agents be hired.” “Extension should become more involved in economic development 
and help entrepreneurs with businesses utilizing reusable solid waste.”
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 1 to question 4 are 
summarized in Table 6.
Table 6. Urban Officials. Group 1. Question 4
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Extension agents Lack interest in solid waste issues 
Clearinghouse for information 
Expand efforts statewide 
Develop one association 
Work overload 
Economic development
(table continued)
50
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Education Modernize terminology 
Workshops
Research Total cost accounting
Economic development with recyclables
Question 5. What are your final thoughts on solid waste issues?
The group did not provide any new information. One member stated, “Everybody 
talking together... this is great. Thank you for getting us to do this.”
Focus Group Interview - Public Officials (rurali - Group 2 - Crowlev
Participants were given a background statement of the reasons for the study and its 
possible benefits to Extension programs. The moderator’s role and the reason for the audio 
tape recorder and the video camera were explained. Participants were thanked for attending. 
They introduced themselves by name and title.
Question 1. When you hear the words municipal solid waste, what comes to mind?
The group was in general agreement that solid waste comes from commercial and 
residential areas and is placed at the curbside to be picked up. Emphasis was placed on the 
collection o f household hazardous waste, “ ... that is pretty much ignored but is o f vital
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importance...” Anything from households, businesses, apartment complexes, hospitals, “ ... 
just anything residential, commercial that doesn’t fall under some type of special category,” 
was also mentioned.
Yard waste, trees, tree limbs, waste tires, white goods, and agricultural waste such 
as chemical bags and containers from pesticide and herbicide use were indicated. One 
participant referred to plastic or biodegradable items that did not require any special testing 
prior to disposal, and another considered solid waste as coming from the solids removed 
from sewer treatment plants.
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 2 to question 1 are 
summarized in Table 7.
Table 7. Rural Officials. Group 2. Question 1
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Solid Waste Either residential or commercial 
Household hazardous waste 
Anything solid 
Non industrial 
Organic and inorganic 
Anything not requiring special testing 
and/or handling 
Biosolids
Question 2. What are your opinions concerning the different options for disposing o f solid
waste?
Consider:
a. Incineration
b. Recycling
c. Composting
d. Landfills (siting and use)
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a. Incineration
One member stated that most public officials lacked the expertise and knowledge of 
incineration. The group agreed that the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 
needs to revisit the issue o f incineration since technology has really changed over the years. 
Most agreed that incineration is not cost effective and research is needed.
Public mistrust o f  incineration was conveyed in one remark, “Four or five years ago 
there was a  proposal for a  medical incinerator to be located just east o f Crowley. The public 
response to that was near hysteria.”
Two members stated that their waste disposal programs have had success with 
incineration o f wood waste. But there is a cost for separate collection o f wood waste, white 
goods, and rubber tires. One member said they were chipping wood waste for mulch 
economically and the public’s response was good.
b. Recycling
All members in the group agreed that curbside recycling has a poor cost-to-benefit 
ratio. One participant stated that in his parish only 1% or 2% o f residents were actually 
active recyclers. “There are only so many dollars that you can take from your constituents, 
... there is a limit and when you reach that limit you don’t ever know until the people defeat 
your next tax or throw you out of office.” It was mentioned that drop-off points were a good 
substitute to curbside pick-up, but still had poor participation. “We’ll continue to expand our 
recycling operation as long as we don’t have to deal with the transportation and the 
separation of recyclables.” Curbside recycling is ten times more expensive than landfilling
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The group agreed that originally curbside recycling was a good idea. The concept 
had merit but in reality it had not worked out. Ten years ago there were 28 to 30 mid-sized 
cities in Louisiana that started curbside recycling; just this year the last city o f that group 
stopped its recycling program.
One member stated that recycling programs not separating materials posed a hazard. 
“Household hazardous waste, like Windex and Drano and all that, we don’t even pretend to 
recycle them because it’s too much trouble and we don’t  know what to do with them.” There 
was general agreement o f the need to document the actual cost benefit of recycling and to 
educate the public.
c. Composting
The group as a whole agreed that composting is a viable process that still has a  cost 
for collection and transport. The finished product has value and is considered true recycling. 
Also, the volume to be disposed of is reduced by the process. Although most comments 
concerning composting were positive, one member stated that compostable materials would 
still have to be picked up at curbside for a cost of $2 to $2.50 per household.
d. Landfilling
There was consensus in the group that landfills have a high construction cost. One 
member stated it cost $150,000 per acre to construct the landfill in their area two years ago 
and additional resources are needed to maintain and monitor the landfill for 30 years after 
closure. Solid waste disposal has three basic parts: (a) collection, (b) disposal, and 
(c)transportation. The group agreed that landfills will become regionalized in the near future 
and should be a part o f an integrated system. Regionalization allows operators to operate
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more efficiently. It was indicated that one landfill gets over 90% o f its waste stream from 
other parishes.
There are approximately 18 landfills in the state. Landfills are a  large undertaking 
of experienced people and large equipment. One member commented, “... the enormity of 
the operation and equipment that’s necessary and people, most people have no perception.”
Most agreed that there is no landfill crisis. “The entire landfill crisis and the air space 
crisis was created by governments. It’s a fictitious crisis and manufactured by saying ‘there 
shall be no more landfills’ ” .
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses of group 2 to question 2 are 
summarized in Table 8.
Table 8. Rural Officials. Group 2. Question 2
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Incineration Officials lack knowledge and expertise
Not cost effective
Public perception not good
Highly regulated, especially air quality
Some success with wood waste
Additional cost with separation and
collection
Recycling Curbside recycling poor cost-to-benefit 
ratio
Only 1% to 2% participation 
Drop-off points work better 
Household hazardous waste not being 
recycled
Need to document actual cost and 
educate public
(table continued)
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ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Composting It’s a process
Collection and transportation cost 
Process will reduce material volume 
Dependent on curbside pick-up at a cost 
o f $2.50 per household
Landfills High cost o f construction
Three basic parts: collection, disposal and
transportation
Regionalization
Need high volume to operate
Large demand on people and equipment
Post closure monitoring for 30 years
Approximately 18 in Louisiana
Need to be part o f an integrated system
Question 3. What do you see as the main solid waste issue or concern facing your towns
and cities today?
a. Economics?
b. Environmental Concerns (water, air, etc.)?
c. Health Concerns?
d. What about the future?
The greatest fear o f  all members of the group was the ability of government to 
mandate more regulations while not supplying needed resources to comply. “It’s really the 
fear o f the unknown. And so I would think that, that would be the single biggest issue, is the 
unknown cost associated with federal and state government regulations.”
The next problem area identified was the public’s misconception concerning solid 
waste issues. “I go back to my premise that the major issue for solid waste management is 
misinformation that the public has that takes it on faith that this is the way things are whether
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it be we’re running out o f land space or that I’m going to get cancer if  we take outside 
garbage into our landfills ... these are not things I’m  making up, these are direct quotes to
.  59me.
The group identified as another concern public demand for increased services without 
wanting to pay additional fees for these services. Also of concern was the fact that the 
election of new members to a police j ury or city council can have an effect on how things are 
managed.
“I guess it is a problem that their perception o f what needs to be done and how to do 
it may cause some new thinking. Some cases it’s good, some cases it may not be good....”
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses of group 2 to question 3 are 
summarized in Table 9.
Table 9. Rural Officials. Group 2. Question 3
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Government regulations Fear o f the unknown 
Unfunded mandates
General public Public misconceptions 
Increasing demands 
No additional fees
Question 4. Based on our discussion here today, how could the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service help?
The group as a whole agreed that Extension should be an unbiased clearinghouse of
information. The example given was DEQ’s bias to ward recycling calling it the “right thing
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to do.” One member gave the example o f a DEQ official saying, “He had told me in a 
conversation the last thing I am interested in is how much it costs.”
The group recommended that the Extension Service educate individuals as well as 
businesses on how to manage their own waste independent o f government, and to reuse and 
recycle to reduce their waste stream. Education and providing correct information are 
important and needed from Extension. “Anything in the realm o f education is to put forth 
accurate numbers as to the cost of, the comparative cost of collection o f  recyclable materials, 
and the actual room that still remains permitted and the number o f landfills that exist....” 
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 2 to question 4 are 
summarized in Table 10.
Table 10. Rural Officials. Group 2. Question 4
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOM ES
Extension programs Accurate and unbiased information 
Information clearinghouse 
Educate and inform 
Teach individuals to reuse and recycle 
Less dependent on government
Department o f Environmental Quality Biased
Advocates “right thing to do”
Question 5. What are your final thoughts on solid waste issues?
One thought the group had was to look into the possibility o f  giving the public the 
opportunity to dispose of their household hazardous waste.
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Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 2 to question 5 are 
sum m arized in Table 11.
Table 11. Rural Officials. Group 2. Question 5
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Hazardous waste (household) Provide public means for proper disposal
Comparison o f Summaries Public Officials (urban and rural') Focus Group Interviews 
Question 1. When you hear the words municipal solid waste, what comes to mind?
Both groups were in general agreement that solid waste was something solid, either 
from residential or commercial disposal that can be reused, recycled, or landfilled. Group 2 
also mentioned anything not industrial or requiring special testing and/or handling. Group 1 
cited education, environmental concerns, and cost as things that came to mind when thinking 
about solid waste.
Question 2. What are your opinions concerning the different options for disposing o f  solid
waste?
Consider:
a. Incineration
b. Recycling
c. Composting
d. Landfills (siting and use)
a. Incineration
Both groups strongly agreed that incineration was not cost effective due to high 
capital outlay and operational cost. Both groups agreed that the public’s perception o f 
incineration was not good. They cited smoke, odor, and air pollution as the cause for safety 
and health concerns.
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Group 2 felt that public officials lacked the knowledge and expertise to voice any 
opinion about incineration. This group mentioned some success with burning of wood 
waste, but indicated the possible additional cost of separating and collecting. Group 1 
mentioned the low cost of landfilling as a reason for not using incineration.
b. Recycling
Both groups strongly agreed that recycling was not cost effective, that there was a 
need to document the actual cost of recycling and to educate the public, and that market 
development was a key to recycling’s success. Both groups varied widely on participation 
in recycling in their respective areas. Group 1 (urban) stated having 43% to 65% 
participation while group 2 (rural) reported only 1% to 2% participation.
One official in Group 1 mentioned recycling as not being a high priority among most 
public officials. Another stated recycling rates were lowest among low income groups. An 
official in Group 2 cited household hazardous waste as the most important element not being 
currently recycled. An official from Group 1 suggested the need for government mandates 
on recycling.
c. Composting
Both groups agreed that composting is a process that can reduce organic waste, but 
that composting involved considerable capital outlay, collection, and transportation costs. 
One member of Group 2 indicated a cost of $2.50 per household for curbside pick-up, and 
that backyard composting can reduce yardwaste pick-up. Unique comments by Group 1 were
60
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
lack o f resources and commitment from government officials for composting, lack ofpublic 
education, and compost operations directly competing with waste haulers and landfill 
operators.
d. Landfills
Both groups agreed that landfills were an integral part o f any solid waste p r^ l ram. 
The larger the landfill the more cost effective it was. High volumes mean lower cost to 
operate. Both agreed that recent government regulations increased the cost o f construction 
significantly. One official from Group 2 viewed landfills as having a large demand on 
people and equipment. Also, landfills need post closure monitoring for 30 years.
Group 2 also stated that there were only 18 landfills still in operation. It was stated 
that there are three basic parts to a solid waste program: collection, disposal, and 
transportation. It was also suggested that waste disposal be regionalized. Statements by 
Group 1 suggested that the capacity of landfills was decreasing at a higher rate than 
projected, illegal dumping on the roadside was costly and the public needed to be educated 
about the true cost o f waste disposal.
Question 3. What do you see as the main solid waste issue or concern facing your towns
and cities today?
a. Economics?
b. Environmental Concerns (water, air, etc.)?
c. Health Concerns?
d. What about the future?
Both groups cited cost as a major current concern. Group 2 viewed unfunded 
mandates and the fear o f the unknown from government regulators as a major concern. 
Other concerns of Group 2 were the public’s misconceptions concerning landfill space and
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the public’s demands for increased service without the necessary additional revenues because
taxpayers do not want to pay additional fees or taxes.
Group 1 viewed contracts with and control of waste haulers as a major concern.
Other concerns o f this group were the possible health and environmental impact, especially
on drinking water, and the proper disposal o f household hazardous waste.
Question 4. Based on our discussion here today, how could the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service help?
Both groups agreed that Extension should be a clearinghouse for accurate and
unbiased information. They agreed that Extension should educate and inform, should
provide workshops on economic development with recyclables, and teach how to reuse,
recycle, and be less dependent on government.
Group 1 stated a concern for work overload for Extension agents, but felt that efforts
should be expanded to provide education statewide. One member cited lack o f interest as
a reason agents were not more involved in solid waste issues. Education on total cost of
solid waste disposal was also mentioned. One member o f Group 2 stated that the
Department o f Environmental Quality was biased and does not consider cost when making
regulations.
Question 5. What are your final thoughts on solid waste issues?
One member in Group 2 asked for a means for proper disposal o f household 
hazardous waste.
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Focus Group General Public (urban) - Group 3 - Baton Rouge
Participants were given a background statement o f the reasons for the study and its 
possible benefits to Extension programs. The moderator’s role and the reason for the audio 
tape recorder and the video camera were explained. Participants were thanked for attending. 
They introduced themselves by name and title.
Question 1. When you hear the words solid waste, what comes to mind?
According to members o f the group, solid waste is trees, large trees, batteries, glass, 
bottles, plastic, garbage, broken concrete, and material that doesn’t decay while in a landfill. 
“It’s garbage, tin cans and bottles and stuff like that.”
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 3 to question 1 are 
summarized in Table 12.
Table 12. General Public (urban). Group 3. Question 1
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Solid waste Garbage, tin cans, trees, glass, bottles, 
batteries, plastic
Anything that can be disposed o f
Question 2. What are your opinions concerning the different options for disposing o f  solid
waste?
Consider:
a. Incineration
b. Recycling
c. Composting
d. Landfills (siting and use)
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a. Incineration
The group as a whole agreed that incineration can be a good alternative to solid waste 
disposal i f  done in a correct and safe manner. If  the smoke and fumes are cleaned then 
industry will not pollute.
The group objected to any open burning and especially the burning o f sugarcane 
where the ashes can travel 10 to 15 miles downwind. Chemical companies bum waste 
successfully and are heavily regulated, but not individuals or homeowners. “They’re not 
supposed to bum the leaves and stuff in your backyard.”
b. Recycling
The group agreed that recycling is very good but most people don’t do it. The group 
felt that landfill space is getting smaller and there is a need for more recycling mandates. 
All participants felt people should be encouraged to recycle; one member stated, “I think I 
have to pay to recycle.”
Some participants stated that recycling is costly because government is doing it, but 
at the same time, it is their responsibility. “If the government can put a man on the moon and 
everything, they certainly can find ways to use something rather than discard it in a 
landfill...” It was also stated that recycling must be profitable.
The observation was made that recycling programs were more available in cities but 
not in the parishes. Other remarks made were that all materials could not be recycled, people 
are still littering, and education is still needed to inform people about recycling issues.
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c. Composting
The entire group expressed varied opinions on composting. Most remarks concerned 
backyard composting. The sentiment that government not people should be responsible for 
composting was expressed. Participants commented that most people create more waste 
than they can compost.
The general opinion was that composting should be part of a solid waste program but 
to do it correcdy takes time. The majority o f  compostable material goes with the regular 
garbage into a landfill. Separating compostable material would save landfill space. One 
member stated that he would pay additional taxes to have yardwaste composted. The 
majority of members opposed new taxes.
An idea expressed by the group was to have an additional recycling bin for compost 
material and have the city pick it up with the recyclables. All agreed that education, 
especially on backyard composting, would be o f great benefit.
d. Landfills
Landfills were seen as problems. “Water and everything is affected. It just doesn’t 
seem like a safe solution.” Immediate responses were, “... do landfills have regulations on 
what can be put in, they are not just dumps, some produce fumes just like the Love Canal 
incident in New York state.”
Health concerns were the main focus o f the group. The group stated that landfills are 
forever. There is plenty of land space available, but we will need more in the future and you 
can’t  live without them. “I would rather say, if  they could find some way to recycle a lot of 
things more than they do but outside of that, you’d have to have landfills.”
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Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 3 to question 2 are 
summarized in Table 13.
Table 13. General Public (urban). Group 3. Question 2
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Incineration Associate smoke and poisonous fumes 
Open burning not good 
Sugarcane burning propels ashes 10 to 
15 miles downwind 
Industry is regulated 
Individuals are not regulated 
Would be acceptable if  smoke and 
fumes were cleaned
Recycling Beneficial but most people don’t do it
Landfill space is becoming short
Government should be involved
Recycling costs money
Not all things can be recycled
People litter
Education
Need government mandates 
Recycling makes money
Composting Governments’ responsibility
More material than can be composted by
any one individual
Can save landfill space
Handle compostable material same as
recyclables
Most material is landfilled 
Education
(table continued)
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ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Landfills Consider possible health problem 
especially drinking water 
Regulated
Necessary for disposal 
Remain forever 
Need more in future
Question 3. What do you see as the main solid waste issue or concern facing you and your
community today?
a. Economics?
b. Environmental Concerns (water, air, etc.)?
c. Health Concerns?
d. What about the future?
Most o f the group agreed that environmental and health concerns are major issues. 
They felt that eventually landfill space would be exhausted and other states will want to 
come to Louisiana to dispose of their solid waste.
The public’s attitudes and perceptions concerning solid waste issues was a concern 
for the group. They suggested the need for more resources to educate the public. There was 
also a perceived need for an integrated approach to solid waste issues. Other comments 
expressed were someone else would take care of the solid waste, and everything is put in the 
garbage for disposal.
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 3 to question 3 are 
summarized in Table 14.
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Table 14. General Public (urban). Group 3. Question 3
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOM ES
Landfills Available space is being used up 
Everything goes in with the garbage 
Peoples attitudes and perceptions
Integrated approach Need resources 
Education
Environmental and health issues 
Consider all options: landfills, 
incineration, composting, and recycling
Question 4. Based on our discussion here today, how could the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service help?
The main suggestion by the group was for the LSU Agricultural Center to work with 
economic development in the area o f  solid waste. Education on solid waste issues should 
be the main focus with both youth and adults. Other ideas expressed were to have videos 
available in the library, and for the LSU Agricultural Center to have a web page on the 
Internet.
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 3 to question 4 are 
summarized in Table 15.
Table 15. General Public (urban). Group 3. Question 4
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOM ES
Extension programs Economic development 
Youth and adult 
Videos 
Internet
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Question 5. What are your final thoughts on solid waste issues?
The members o f  the group had nothing else to add to the discussion.
Focus Group General Public (rural') - Group 4 - Crowley
Participants were given a background statement o f the reasons for the study and its 
possible benefits to Extension programs. The moderator’s role and the reason for the audio 
tape recorder and the video camera were explained. Participants were thanked for attending. 
They introduced themselves by name and title.
Question 1. When you hear the words solid waste, what comes to mind?
Group members equated solid waste with economic opportunities and that we’re 
throwing away too much. Solid waste has got to be able to be reused. One member said, 
“It’s scary.”
Litter problems were also o f concern. One member asked why people have to come 
to the country and dump their trash. The group answered that solid waste disposal is not 
important enough for people to take care of their own waste.
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 4 to question 1 are 
summarized in Table 16.
Table 16. General Public (rural). Group 4. Question 1
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Solid waste Opportunity 
Where does it go 
Recycle and reuse 
Economic development
(table continued)
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ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Litter Problem
Dump in the country 
People consider it unimportant
Question 2. What are your opinions concerning the different options for disposing of solid
waste?
Consider:
a. Incineration
b. Recycling
c. Composting
d. Landfills (siting and use)
a. Incineration
A majority of the group admitted to knowing very little about incineration. They 
commented that it was illegal to have open burning and that they would object to any 
incineration in their backyard.
The group also did not like not knowing what was being put into the air. Public 
perception o f incineration was not good because of the fear o f the unknown. The only 
positive comment was the possible use of waste to produce energy.
b. Recycling
There was general agreement that there was no curbside pick-up available. The lack 
o f curbside pick-up makes recycling too much trouble, as voiced by one member “... you
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have to do your own.” It was suggested that curbside pick-up was essential for a successful 
recycling programs. One member stated, “If you give it to them they will use it.”
The group stated that recycling costs money, then asked if  they would pay for 
recycling? The majority said yes, but there was also a “maybe” and a “no” statement. It was 
stated that education regarding recycling was important, but as you educate the children the 
parents need to reinforce the learning. The group suggested several options to fund recycling 
such as (a) make landfills profitable by regionalizing; (b) issue new sales tax; (c) sell 
recyclables to offset program costs; (d) use existing local government funds.
c. Composting
Everyone in the group agreed that compost was good and easy to make, but indicated 
they would not go far to buy it. There was a concern as to the quality of compost being 
produced and whether farmers would have a use for it. It was stated that composting was not 
utilized around the state, and if used could reduce the waste stream by 50%. The group 
perceived a need to educate people as to the use of compost. As one member stated, 
“Composting is an easy thing for people to do.”
d. Landfills
General comments concerning landfills were that they should be a last resort, that 
there are just not enough o f them, that no one wants a landfill in their backyard, and that 
there has to be another way. “I guess the first thing I say is ‘Oh, no!’ I think that’s 
everybody’s reaction. It’s garbage.”
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One member stated landfills charge additional fees to discard white goods. It was felt 
that this just created more litter and illegal dumping along roadsides. “It still goes back to 
people are not going to do what’s not convenient, people are not going to spend extra money, 
people want something for nothing.”
The general agreement was that market prices determine what is recycled. Again 
there were statements made about making products out o f recyclable material, to reuse old 
products, and to refrain from the use o f disposable products. “If  we’re smart enough to make 
Pampers, we’ve got to be smart enough to figure out a way to dispose o f them.”
Other ideas were to charge a deposit to ensure return of used material. Litter is still 
a problem and is directly related to people’s attitudes.
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 4 to question 2 are 
summarized in Table 17.
Table 17. General Public (rural). Group 4. Question 2
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Incineration Fear of the unknown 
Not-in-my-backyard 
Open burning illegal 
Waste to energy possible
(table continued)
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ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Recycling Too much trouble 
Curbside pick-up is key 
Recycling cost 
Additional fees acceptable 
Options: make landfills profitable, 
impose sales tax, sell recyclables, use 
existing funds 
Will pay for recycling
Composting Makes good soil amendment 
Could reduce waste stream by 50% 
Quality is important 
Farmers can use it 
Educate on its use
Landfills Not enough landfills 
Not-in-my-backyard 
Should be last resort
Charges for dumping additional material 
Charge deposits to encourage recycling 
Litter and illegal dumping 
Make products from recyclable materials 
People’s attitudes and perceptions 
Markets control recyclables
Question 3. What do you see as the main solid waste issue or concern facing you and your
community today?
a. Economics?
b. Environmental Concerns (water, air, etc.)?
c. Health Concerns?
d. What about the future?
The group agreed that education is the key to all solid waste issues. Educate not only 
the young but also have the parents teach by example.
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Curbside recycling was cited as a possibility, but the question was asked as to 
whether it really works. People will not pay more for solid waste recycling unless it can be 
shown that it affects them personally. As one member stated, “They don’t want to pay for 
i t ” The group responded, however, that landfill space is important, and the public must be 
shown the economics of solid waste disposal.
From an environmental standpoint the question arose as to whether the most 
hazardous materials are the items generally found under the kitchen sink. Material should 
be separated before landfilling.
Other suggestions were to increase the use of technology in the future and to use a 
pay-as-you-throw program. The group felt that some type of incentive program will work 
if  it affects people directly.
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 4 to question 3 are 
summarized in Table 18.
Table 18. General Public (ruraP. Group 4. Question 3
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Education Teach youth and adults 
Teach by example 
Economics of recycling
Recycling Economics
Curbside
Incentives
Will pay additional fees/taxes
(table continued)
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ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOMES
Landfills Space
Increase technology 
Economics 
Pay-as-you-throw 
Separate hazardous waste 
Health and environmental concerns, 
especially water
Question 4. Based on our discussion here today, how could the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service help?
The group’s comments focused on the LSU Agricultural Center’s ability to perform 
research and education. It was suggested that research on economics and technology of 
viable options to landfilling is needed. This was important because o f the public’s 
vulnerability to water pollution, which could possibly cause health problems.
The group stated the need for expanding education and research. It felt that 4-H was 
a good place to start with youth. Also, since the Agricultural Center deals with agriculture 
and soils, it was a natural for the Agricultural Center.
Action/situation-outcomes derived from the responses o f group 4 to question 4 are 
summarized in Table 19.
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Table 19. General Public frural"). Group 4. Question 4
ACTION/SITUATION OUTCOM ES
Research Options to landfilling 
Possible water contamination 
Economically and technologically 
Expand efforts in research of alternatives
Education 4H should be a starting place for youth 
Expand efforts in youth and adult 
education
Question 5. What are your final thoughts on solid waste issues?
No new information was provided by group members.
Comparison of Summaries General Public furban and rural) Focus Group Interviews 
Question 1. When you hear the words solid waste, what comes to mind?
Group 3 thought of solid waste as anything that can be disposed of, i.e., garbage, tin 
cans, trees, glass, plastic, and batteries. Group 4 saw solid waste as opportunities; something 
that could be reused and recycled. It made them think of economic development. Group 4 
also thought of solid waste as a problem and something that people considered unimportant 
as evidenced by the public’s littering the streets and country roads.
Question 2. What are your opinions concerning the different options for disposing of solid
waste?
Consider:
a. Incineration
b. Recycling
c. Composting
d. Landfills (siting and use)
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a. Incineration
Both groups agreed that open burning was illegal and not good for health and the 
environment. Although they agreed that open burning was illegal, they felt individuals were 
not regulated.
Group 3 associated incineration with smoke and poisonous fumes. They felt that 
industrial incineration was heavily regulated and if done properly, i.e., if  the smoke and 
fumes were cleaned, then incineration would be acceptable. They used the burning of 
sugarcane fields as an example o f smoke and ash traveling great distances.
In general, Group 4 feared the unknown. They did not like the idea o f not being 
informed as to possible health threats. Group 4 did not want an incinerator in their backyard.
b. Recycling
Both groups agreed that recycling was beneficial but that most people just did not 
recycle. Group 4 said it was too much trouble for them due to lack o f curbside recycling and 
that curbside pick-up was the key to its success. Both groups stated that recycling cost both 
taxpayer and governments.
Two members o f  Group 4 said they would agree to additional fees for recycling but 
the other members disagreed. Group 3 cited lack o f landfill space as a reason for the 
government to be more involved in recycling. They realized that not all things are recyclable 
and the need to educate the public. One member saw recycling as a possible money maker. 
Group 4 gave a list o f options to recycling: make landfills more profitable, use sales taxes 
as source of revenue to pay for recycling, sell the recycled material, or just use existing funds.
77
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
c. Composting
Both groups agreed that composting could save landfill space by redirecting the 
material to home or farm use. One member of Group 4 stated that it could redirect the waste 
stream by 50%.
Ideas expressed by Group 3 were to handle compostable materials the same as one 
would recyclables. Most organics are landfilled and it should be the government’s job to 
compost. All agreed that the public needs to be educated, especially on backyard 
composting. Group 4 also viewed education on compost use as important. There was 
general agreement in Group 4 that compost makes a good soil amendment for homeowners 
and farmers.
d. Landfills
Both groups stated that there was not enough landfill space and more space would 
be needed in the future. They also did not want landfills in their backyards and stated that 
landfills should be a last resort for solid waste disposal.
Group 3 considered landfills to be a possible health threat, especially for drinking 
water. This group also felt that because landfills will remain forever, they should be 
regulated.
Group 4 stated that charging additional fees for disposal of white goods was a 
problem and encouraged the use of deposits as a possible source of revenue. They also 
viewed litter as a major problem. The group felt that products from recyclable material could 
be a source of economic development.
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Question 3. What do you see as the main solid waste issue or concern facing you and your
com m unity today?
a. Economics?
b. Environmental Concerns (water, air, etc.)?
c. Health Concerns?
d. What about the future?
Both groups stated that environmental and health concerns were the main solid waste 
issues, especially i f  disposal could affect drinking water. Both groups agreed that available 
landfill space was being used up. Group 4 was more concerned with the economics o f solid 
waste disposal, but Group 3 had one member who mentioned the need for more resources 
to landfill.
There was general agreement in both groups of the need for education. Group 3 
stated that people’s attitudes and perceptions needed to change and education was a way to 
do this. One member o f Group 4 did say she would pay more for recycling, but that was not 
a general consensus. Group 3 suggested that all options be considered: landfills, 
incineration, composting, and recycling.
Question 4. Based on our discussion here today, how could the Louisiana Cooperative
Extension Service help?
Both groups viewed education and research as the most important job o f  the LSU 
Agricultural Center and that programs should focus on options to landfilling. The group felt 
that the LSU Agricultural Center should expand efforts on research for alternative solutions 
to solid waste disposal, from both economics and technology perspectives. Both groups 
viewed solid waste as an opportunity for economic development and felt the LSU
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Agricultural Center should take the lead in providing leadership to capitalize on this 
economic opportunity.
Question 5. What are your final thoughts on solid waste issues?
No new information was provided by either Group 3 or Group 4.
Final Categories. Themes, and Message Content Indexes
Final categories o f public officials and the general public’s opinions were 
developed. Original messages from the focus groups were sorted by these categories and 
are shown in Appendix C.
Final Categories o f Public Officials’ Opinions
1. Initial thoughts on solid waste.
2. Costs involved in collection, disposal, and transportation.
3. Government regulations and mandates.
4. Costs to taxpayers and local governments.
5. Other problems in solid waste programs.
6. Safety, health, and environmental concerns.
7. Education and public information.
8. Major concerns in solid waste disposal issues.
Final Categories o f the General Public’s Opinions
1. Initial thoughts on solid waste.
2. Environmental and health concerns.
3. Public perceptions and attitudes.
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4. Educate and inform public on solid waste issues.
5. Economic development.
6. Costs to taxpayers and local governments.
7. Integrated solid waste disposal options.
8. Major concerns in solid waste disposal issues.
Opinions o f public officials and the general public overlapped in the categories of 
initial thoughts, costs to taxpayers and local governments, health and environmental issues, 
and education. Final categories were not the same for both groups, due to the differences in 
messages extracted. Public officials talked at length about costs and responsibilities involved 
in solid waste disposal, while the general public’s discussions were brief in these areas. The 
general public were more concerned with health and the environment, and public education 
of solid waste disposal. Messages grouped under the above final opinion categories for 
public officials and the general public are shown in Appendix C.
Krueger (1998) states that results are organized around key questions or themes. The 
themes should bridge questions, factors or threads that cut across the entire study. Three 
main themes emerged from the study.
1. Cost o f Collection, Disposal and Transportation
2. Safety, Health, and Environmental Concerns
3. Education and Public Information
A discussion o f the three main themes follows:
1. Cost in Collection, Disposal, and Transportation.
Public officials agreed that high capital and operational cost for incineration,
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composting and landfills was their main consideration. Collection and disposal costs for 
recycling and landfills were especially high. Although the general public agreed that solid 
waste disposal was costly, they felt it was government’s duty to underwrite the cost.
The general public stated that recycling and composting were beneficial to society 
but the benefit did have a cost. Also cited was the lack of public participation with recycling 
adding to that cost. This point was also emphasized by the public officials who maintained 
that recycling and composting did not have a favorable cost/benefit ratio. Both groups 
discussed the fact that landfill space was decreasing and new space would be expensive due 
to environmental regulations. Also, there was general agreement by public officials that the 
taxpayers would not agree on any new taxes or fees for solid waste disposal.
Although cost was cited as a major concern to both groups, public officials spent 
more time discussing this issue. Additional points were made by the public officials 
concerning government regulations and new mandates affecting solid waste disposal. Also 
mentioned was the need to increase markets for recyclable material. Officials cited examples 
o f where regionalization of landfills could provide cost benefits for local governments and 
taxpayers.
2. Safety, Health and Environmental Concerns.
Both public officials and the general public strongly agreed that air and water 
pollution were major concerns. There was also general agreement that neither group had the 
knowledge nor expertise to judge actual air and water contamination from incinerators, 
composting, or landfills.
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Drinking water contamination could be a health hazard from uncontrolled landfill 
leachate and storm water runoff. Public officials cited disposal o f household hazardous 
waste as a possible contributor to drinking water contamination. The general public group 
felt siting of incinerators, compost facilities and landfills in proximity to their neighborhoods 
was unacceptable. Finally, both groups stated litter as an additional cost factor to any solid 
waste program.
3. Education and Public Information.
Both groups strongly agreed that factual information should be provided to the public 
concerning all solid waste disposal options. Cost/benefit analysis for all disposal options was 
important public information. Litter was cited as a major cost factor.
Public officials felt the need for market development in recyclables and possible 
economic opportunities for recycled solid waste. Any information that would increase 
recycling program participation would help reduce total program cost. Educating the public 
on health and environmental issues especially on proper disposal o f household hazardous 
waste was necessary.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
Background
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) is the educational arm o f the 
Louisiana State University Agricultural Center. LCES’s mission is to help people improve 
their lives through research-based education.
The complexity o f current environmental issues are reflected in the types of inquires 
that the Extension Service receives every day. Questions come from people in every walk 
o f life and from both rural and urban areas. Examples o f questions include siting o f landfills, 
water pollution, family nutrition, wetlands, and woodland. The need for an unbiased source 
o f current and accurate environmental information has never been greater.
Safe and proper solid waste disposal in communities throughout Louisiana is a 
serious issue. Our modem world functions as a throw-away society. This creates the problem 
o f how to handle all the waste that is generated. Suitable space for solid waste is decreasing. 
The solution is not just in landfilling, incineration, recycling and composting, but in the re­
education of society in how we should live (Samargon, 1997).
As an educational agency the LCES is responsible for communicating environmental 
issues to local officials, small businesses, and the general public. This study seeks to make 
recommendations for future Extension programming which can have an economic and social 
impact on local governments, taxpayers, and consumers.
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Purpose
The overall purpose o f this study was to determine opinions o f public officials and 
the general public from selected urban and rural areas in Louisiana concerning solid waste 
disposal, and to make recommendations for future Extension programming.
Objectives
1. Determine opinions of public officials in urban areas concerning the issue of solid 
waste.
2. Determine opinions of public officials in rural areas concerning the issue of solid 
waste.
3. Determine opinions of the urban general public concerning the issue of solid waste.
4. Determine opinions of the rural general public concerning the issue of solid waste.
5. Identify both common and unique themes in the opinions o f public officials and the 
general public (urban and rural) concerning the issue of solid waste.
Procedure
Focus group interviews were conducted to obtain qualitative data from public 
officials and the general public from selected urban and rural areas in Louisiana. Four focus 
groups were held. Urban and rural groups of public officials and the general public were 
studied. The urban groups were composed of municipal public officials from the parishes 
o f Jefferson, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette, and Rapides and general public from the parishes 
o f East Baton Rouge, West Baton Rouge, and Livingston. The rural groups consisted of 
public officials from the parishes of Acadia, Jefferson Davis, and Vermilion, and the general 
public from the parishes of Acadia and Vermilion.
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Two sites were chosen for the focus group interviews. The first site was the 
conference room o f the East Baton Rouge Cooperative Extension Office for the two urban 
groups. The second site was the Acadia Parish Extension office in Crowley where the two 
rural groups met.
The urban groups were composed of six public officials from the parishes o f 
Jefferson, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette, and Rapides, and six general public participants from 
the parishes of East Baton Rouge, West Baton Rouge, and Livingston. The two rural groups 
consisted of seven public officials from the parishes o f Acadia, Jefferson Davis, and 
Vermilion, and seven general public participants from the parishes of Acadia and Vermilion.
Participants received a letter of invitation to participate in their respective focus 
groups with a return reply post card to confirm attendance. Follow-up telephone calls were 
made by the researcher as needed.. The letter contained a brief explanation of the purpose, 
session time, date, and location.
The instrument in a focus group interview involves the facility, moderator, and the 
questioning plan. The facilities used were existing meeting rooms and the moderator was 
well prepared and knowledgeable of the purpose o f the study. The moderator for this study 
was the researcher and he was assisted by an audio and video equipment operator.
A questioning plan was prepared. The same questions were used in all four groups. 
The questioning plan was field tested through a focus group comprised o f six randomly 
selected participants from the parishes of Acadia, East Baton Rouge, Lafayette and Orleans, 
and adjustments to the questioning plan were made. The questioning plan moved the group 
from the general to the specific. The moderator used the opening question to set the agenda,
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create a  relaxed atmosphere, and put the participants at ease. The moderator kept the group 
focused on the subject o f the interview as the discussion evolved. Each session lasted two 
to two and one-half hours.
Data Analysis
Data were in the form o f audio and video tapes, and moderator notes. The video and 
audio tapes were analyzed for individual messages and to summarize the focus group 
interview participant comments.
Individual messages from public officials and the general public groups were 
identified and sorted into naturally occurring categories. The categories were compared and 
sorted into final categories. Content indexes were developed indicating the messages as 
sorted in the final categories (Appendix C).
Individual question summaries were completed for each group. The individual 
question summaries for public officials were compared and the individual question 
summaries for the general public were compared. Action/situation-outcome tables were 
developed from the individual question summaries. Comparison summaries for both groups 
were written.
Individual messages and the individual question summary comparisons o f the two 
groups were analyzed and put into final categories. These final categories represent the 
findings o f this study. The individual messages, individual question summary comparisons 
and the final categories were studied across groups for themes. These themes serve as the 
conclusions o f the study (Appendix D).
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Findings and Conclusions
Objective One: Determine opinions o f public officials in urban areas concerning the
issue o f solid waste.
Urban public officials’ opinions are presented in a series o f themes. These themes 
emerged from the analysis o f their responses to a series o f open-ended questions and the 
resulting discussion.
Themes - Urban Public Officials
Cost In Collection, Disposal and Transportation.
1. High capital and operational cost for incineration, composting and landfills.
2. Recycling not cost effective.
3. Improve market development for recycling.
4. Increase participation in recycling programs.
5. Recycling and composting needs government support.
6. Composting is in direct competition with waste haulers and landfill operators.
7. Composting can reduce waste stream in landfills.
8. Larger landfills more cost effective.
9. Illegal dumping costly to local governments.
10. Landfill space decreasing at a high rate.
11. Landfill numbers are decreasing.
12. High cost for collection and disposal of solid waste.
13. Need more control over waste haulers.
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Safety, Health, and Environmental Issues
1. Odor and air pollution associated with incineration.
2. Concern over leaking landfills.
3. Possible contamination o f drinking water.
4. Disposal o f household hazardous waste.
Education and Public Information.
1. Public perception concerning air pollution with incineration.
2. Private backyard composting.
3. Inform public as to true cost of landfills and recycling.
4. Landfills important to solid waste program.
5. Proper disposal of household hazardous waste.
6. Extension agents lack interest in solid waste issues.
7. Need clearinghouse for accurate information.
8. Expand efforts of Extension personnel statewide.
9. Develop environmental association.
10. Economic development opportunities.
11. Develop total cost accounting for collection, disposal, and transportation.
Objective Two: Determine opinions of public officials in rural areas concerning the
issue o f solid waste.
Rural public officials’ opinions are presented in a series o f  themes. These themes 
emerged from the analysis of their responses to a series of open-ended questions and the 
resulting discussion.
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Themes - Rural Public Officials
Cost in Collection, Disposal and Transportation.
1. Officials lack knowledge and expertise o f  incineration.
2. High cost o f incineration, composting, and landfills.
3. Incineration requires additional cost for collection and separation.
4. Curbside recycling has poor cost to benefit ratio.
5. Only 1% to 2%  o f the public participate in recycling.
6. Household hazardous waste not being recycled.
7. Document actual cost for recycling.
8. Landfills should be regionalized, higher volume needed to operate.
9. Landfills need to be monitored for 30 years after closure.
10. Approximately 18 landfills in operation in Louisiana.
11. Fear unfounded government mandates.
12. Public demand for more services without new taxes or fees.
13. Government regulators are biased.
Safety, Health, and Environmental Issues.
1. Public perceives incineration as health threat.
2. Incinerators are highly regulated.
3. Concern over household hazardous waste.
Education and Public Information.
1. Disposal o f household hazardous waste.
2. Inform the public as to the true cost of recycling.
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3. Public misconceptions o f true cost for solid waste disposal.
4. Provide accurate and unbiased information on solid waste disposal.
5. Extension Service should be an information clearinghouse.
6. Teach reuse and recycle so the public will be less dependent on government.
Objective Three: Determine opinions of urban general public concerning the issue of
solid waste.
Urban general public’s opinions are presented in a series o f themes. These themes 
emerged from the analysis of their responses to a series o f open-ended questions and the 
resulting discussion.
Themes - Urban General Public
Environmental and Health Issues
1. Associate smoke and poisonous fumes with incineration.
2. Incinerator industry is regulated.
3. The general public is not regulated.
4. Most solid waste goes into a landfill.
5. Landfills pose possible health problems to drinking water.
6. Landfills remain forever.
Cost to taxpayers and local governments
1. Landfill space in short supply.
2. Government should be involved in solid waste disposal.
3. Recycling program cost.
4. Litter clean-up is a problem.
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5. Market development for recyclables will provide income.
6. Solid waste disposal is governments responsibility.
7. Composting will save landfill space.
8. Landfills should be regulated.
9. Need more landfills in the future.
10. Consider an integrated solid waste program.
Education and Public Information
1. “Don’t litter” program.
2. Educate public on all forms of solid waste disposal.
3. Provide information for economic development opportunities.
4. Utilize modem technology, videos, and the Internet.
Objective Four: Determine opinions of rural general public concerning the issue of
solid waste.
Rural general public’s opinions are presented in a series of themes. These themes 
emerged from the analysis o f their responses to a series of open-ended questions and the 
resulting discussion.
Themes - Rural General Public
Environmental and Health Issues
1. Some people consider solid waste disposal unimportant.
2. Open burning is illegal.
3. Incineration possible health threat.
4. N ot-in-my-backy ard attitude.
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5. Concern over water pollution.
6. Proper disposal for hazardous waste. 
Cost To Taxpayers and Local Governments
1. Litter collection and disposal.
2. Recycling needs curbside pick-up to be cost effective.
3. Recycling cost taxpayers.
4. Some will pay for recycling program.
5. Make landfills profitable.
6. Develop market for recyclables.
7. Can reduce total solid waste stream by composting.
8. Landfill space decreasing.
9. Explore other options to landfills.
10. Litter and illegal dumping is costly.
11. Provide incentives to recycle.
12. Pay-as-you-throw program.
Education and Public Information
1. Need to understand how incinerators work.
2. Uses for compost.
3. Fear of the unknown concerning solid waste disposal.
4. Teach economics o f recycling and landfills.
5. Adults should teach by example.
6. Increase technology through research.
7. Expand research efforts for alternatives to landfills.
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Objective Five: Identify both common and unique themes in the opinions o f public
officials and the general public (urban and rural) concerning the issue 
o f  solid waste.
The themes that reflected the opinions o f the two groups were combined and 
organized with themes identified and conclusions developed. Three main themes evolved 
from the final categories o f  public officials’ opinions and the general public’s opinions. The 
main themes were cost o f collection, disposal, and transportation; safety, health, and the 
environment; education and public information.
1. Opinions related to cost of collection, disposal and transportation.
Patterns of agreement were observed in several points made by public officials and 
the general public. Both groups agreed that the cost o f  solid waste disposal was a main 
consideration. There was also general agreement that no new taxes or fees should be levied 
for solid waste disposal. Although the general public agreed that solid waste disposal was 
costly, they felt it was government’s duty to underwrite the cost.
Both groups agreed that available landfill space was decreasing and new space would 
be expensive. Recycling and composting could reduce the waste stream to landfills but 
neither option had a favorable cost/benefit ratio. There was general agreement that 
landfilling was the most cost effective means o f solid waste disposal.
Conclusion: Public officials felt that the high cost o f operating and maintaining 
incinerators, composting facilities, and landfills was their main concern with solid waste 
disposal. The general public’s primary concerns are with health, safety, and environmental 
issues. Public officials cited separation, collection and governmental mandates as the
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primary cost factors in solid waste disposal. While the general public felt that these costs are 
governments’ responsibilities and are not willing to pay more taxes for solid waste disposal.
Available landfill space is decreasing and the cost to develop more space or 
alternatives to landfills is becoming costly. Effective control o f solid waste disposal costs 
are considered a  local problem and an integrated approach is seen as the one method in 
managing these costs.
2. Opinions related to safety, health, and the environment.
A clear pattern for both groups emerged with regard to air and especially water 
pollution. Both groups agreed that neither group had the knowledge nor expertise to make 
an accurate judgment o f contamination from solid waste.
Public officials thought that household hazardous waste was a source o f possible 
water contamination. Both groups agreed that contaminated drinking water was the main 
health threat from landfills.
There was general agreement that siting of any solid waste disposal facility would 
create public opposition from local residences.
Conclusion: The general public’s main concern was in the area o f safety, health, and 
the environment. Although public officials voiced their concerns over the environment, it 
was not their first priority. Both the general public and public officials stated a lack of 
knowledge in environmental and health effects of solid waste disposal.
Air and water contamination were considered important and the possible health 
effects from landfills on drinking water. Litter was considered a problem as was the
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unlawful dumping of hazardous waste into landfills. The general public agreed that no one 
would like to have incinerators, compost facilities, or landfills close to their neighborhoods.
3. Opinions related to education and public information.
Both groups strongly agreed that factual information on solid waste issues should be 
provided to both decision makers and the general public. Information on costs of collection, 
disposal, and transportation, and the environment would help communities make informed 
decisions concerning alternatives to solid waste disposal. The groups felt that educating the 
general public on health issues and the proper disposal of household hazardous waste was 
necessary.
Conclusion: Both groups strongly agreed that education and public information on 
solid waste issues were needed. Also, lack of knowledge and fear o f the unknown create 
problems for public officials who are managing the solid waste programs and for the general 
public who have a lack of trust in these officials. Education and information are key factors 
in explaining the public’s attitudes and perceptions on solid waste issues. 
Recommendations for Extension Programming
Some of the findings from this study could be examined to determine if they are 
applicable to other program areas in Extension. The following are recommendations for 
future extension programming.
1. Develop a resource handbook for public officials. This could make available existing
or new information on options and alternatives to solid waste issues.
Topics:
a. Market development for recyclable materials.
b. Economics of recycling, composting, and landfilling.
c. Health, safety and environmental concerns for incineration, composting, and 
landfills.
d. Successful operation o f a recycling program.
e. “Don’t Litter” program.
96
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
2. Develop or provide existing publications for general public use. This would provide 
relevant information on cost, health, safety and environmental issues.
Topics:
a. Proper disposal methods for household hazardous waste.
b. Beneficial use of compost and reusable solid waste.
c. Health, safety and environmental concerns for incineration, composting, and 
landfills.
3. Develop programs on the subject o f solid waste disposal for agricultural, 4-H, and 
home economics agents.
4. Work with research counterparts to provide timely information on present and future 
alternatives to solid waste disposal.
5. Through LCES staff development training, continue to upgrade agents on solid 
waste issues.
Recommendations for Future Research
1. Perform cost analysis of incineration, recycling, composting and landfilling. Should 
include analysis o f collection, disposal, and transportation of solid waste.
2. Identify benefits to taxpayers and local governments on regionalization o f  landfills.
3. Identify alternative resources available to local governments for solid waste disposal.
4. Identify alternative disposal options to landfills.
5. Develop methods to conserve present landfill space.
6. Identify methods to improve market development with recyclables.
7. Develop effective methods involving the general public and their local officials in the 
mutual solution of their solid waste issues.
8. Compare solid waste issues between parishes that own and operate landfills to those 
parishes which do not own landfills.
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APPENDIX A
LETTERS PERTAINING TO FOCUS GROUP MEETINGS
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Louisiana State University
Agricultural Center
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
Mailing Address: P.O . Box25100 
Baton Rouge. LA 70894-5100
Office: Knapp Hal 
(504) 388-4141 
Fax: (504) 388-2478
November 20 1998 e-mail: hnp://wwv.agc!r.Isu.e<3u/wwwac
TO: Selected Urban Public Officials Participants
Ms. Susan Hamilton 
Ms. Bette Vidrine 
Ms. Mary Miller 
Mr. Leon Contravasprie 
Ms. Randalle Hunt Moore 
Mr. Rick Buller
In an effort to be o f better service to the people o f Louisiana, there will be a series o f  focus 
group interviews conducted on Municipal Solid Waste issues. Because o f your commitment to 
environmental issues you have been randomly selected and I ask for your participation in this 
process.
The focus group sessions will involve you and a small number o f decision makers in an 
informal setting. As your moderator I will ask the group a limited number o f open-ended .questions. 
This method has been proven to provide insight into issues such as Municipal Solid Waste.
The sessions will be recorded so that the information can be compiled and studied more in- 
depth. I assure you that the thoughts expressed will be viewed as constructive and will be 
completely anonymous.
Your attendance is important to me and the LSU Agricultural Center’s efforts with 
environmental issues. I invite you to join our focus group in the conference room o f  the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service office, 805 St. Louis St., Baton Rouge on December 17,1998 
at 9:30 A.M . The entire process will not take more than two hours. I have enclosed a post card for 
you to confirm your attendance and ask that you return it as-soon-as-possible. If for some reason you 
are unable to attend please suggest someone in your place and provide me with their name and 
address on the return postcard.
If I can answer any questions please contact me at 225-388-6998. Thank you in advance for 
your participation.
Sincerely,
Bill Carney
Solid Waste Specialist
Environmental Programs
THE LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE PROVIDES EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IN PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT. LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY AND 
A & M . COLLEGE. LOUISIANA PARISH GOVERNING EOOtES. SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY. AND UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OP AGRICULTURE COOPERATING
A  State Partner In the Cooperative Extension System
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HkJ Agricultural Center
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
Louisiana State University
Matting Address: P.O. Box 25100
Baton Rouge. LA 70694-5100
November 12, 1998
Office: Knapp HaO 
(504) 388-4141 
Fax: (504) 388-2478 
e-mail: http://www.agctr.lsu.edu/wwwac
TO: Selected Rural Public Officials Participants
Mayor Isabella delaHoussaye 
Mr. Katry Martin 
Mr. Mike Bertrand 
Mayor Greg Marcentel 
Mr. Doug Daigle 
Mr. Danny Hilton 
Mr. Bill Williams
In an effort to be o f  better service to the people o f Louisiana, there will be a series o f  focus 
group interviews conducted on Municipal Solid Waste issues. Because o f  your commitment to 
public service you have been randomly selected and I ask for your participation in this process.
The focus group sessions will involve you and a small number o f  decision makers in an 
informal setting. A s your moderator I will ask the group a limited number o f  open-ended questions. 
This method has been proven to provide insight into issues such as Municipal Solid Waste.
The sessions will be recorded so that the information can be compiled and studied more in- 
depth. I assure you that the thoughts expressed will be viewed as constructive and will be 
completely anonymous.
Your attendance is important to me and the LSU Agricultural Center’s efforts with 
environmental issues. I invite you to join our focus group in the conference room of the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service office, 157 Cherokee Dr., Crowley, LA, on December 8,1998  
at 9:30 A.M. The entire process will not take more than two hours. I have enclosed a post card for 
you to confirm your attendance and ask that you return it as-soon-as-possible. If for some reason you 
are unable to attend please suggest someone in your place and provide me with their name and 
address on the return postcard.
If I can answer any questions please contact me at 225-388-6998. Thank you in advance for 
your participation.
Sincerely,
Bill Camey
Solid Waste Specialist
THE LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERV ICE PROVIDES EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IN PROGRAM S AND EMPLOYMENT. LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY ANO 
A. & M. COLLEGE. LOUISIANA PARISH GOVERNING BOOlES. SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY. ANO UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT O P  AGRICULTURE COOPERATING
3 ^  A State Partner in tfte Cooperative E xtension System
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Louisiana State University
Agricultural Center
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
MaSng Address P.O. 8ax2SI00
Bason Rouge. LA 7089A-5IOO
December 1,1998
Office: Knapp Hal 
(504) 383*4141 
Fax: (504) 383*2478 
e-maifc hgpJ7www.aQctr Isu.ePuAvwwac
TO: Selected Urban General Public Participants
Mr. Irwin Wilbert 
Mr. Percy Simoneaux 
Ms. Anne Lubecke 
Ms. Joyce Hanison 
Mr. Lionel Ginart 
Mr. George Collison
Thank you for agreeing to be a participant in our focus group study on solid waste issues. 
The focus group sessions will involve you and a small number o f people in an informal setting. As 
your moderator I will ask the group a limited number o f  open-ended questions. This method has 
been proven to provide insight into issues such as Municipal Solid Waste.
The sessions will be recorded so that the information can be compiled and studied more in- 
depth. I assure you that the thoughts expressed will be viewed as constructive and will be 
completely anonymous.
Your attendance is important to me and the LSU Agricultural Center’s efforts with 
environmental issues. Our focus group will meet in the conference room o f  the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service office, 805 St. Louis St., Baton Rouge on December 17,1998  
at 1:00 P.M. The entire process will not take more than two hours.
I f  I can answer any questions please contact me at 225-388-6998. Thank you in advance for 
your participation.
Sincerely,
Bill Camey
Solid Waste Specialist
Environmental Programs
THE LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE PROVIOES EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IN PROGRAMS ANO EMPLOYMENT. LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY ANO 
t  A. AM . COLLEGE. LOUISIANA PARISH GOVERNING BOOtES. SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY. ANO UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT O P AGRICULTURE COOPERATING
A Sta te Partner In the Cooperative Extension S ystem
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Louisiana State University
HfeJ Agricultural Center
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
MailingAddress: P.O.Box25100
Baton Rouge. LA 70694*5100
December 1,1998
Office: Knapp Hall 
(504) 388*4141 
Fax: (504) 388*2478 
e-mail: htip://www.agctr.teu.edu/wwwac
TO: Selected Rural General Public Participants
Mr. Ira Thomas 
Mr. Charles Labbe 
Ms. Carol Guidry 
Ms. Joan Finley 
Ms. Guin Hanks 
Mr. Randy Arceaux 
Ms. Serril Clifton
Thank you for agreeing to be a participant in our focus group study on solid waste issues. 
The focus group sessions will involve you and a small number o f  people in an informal setting. As 
your moderator I will ask the group a limited number o f open-ended questions. This method has 
been proven to provide insight into issues such as Municipal Solid Waste.
The sessions w ill be recorded so that the information can be compiled and studied more in- 
depth. I assure you that the thoughts expressed will be viewed as constructive and will be 
completely anonymous.
Your attendance is important to me and the LSU Agricultural Center’s efforts with 
environmental issues. Our focus group will meet in the conference room o f the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service office, 157 Cherokee Dr., Crowley, LA, on December 8,1998  
at 1:00 P.M. The entire process will not take more than two hours.
If I can answer any questions please contact me at 225-388-6998. Thank you in advance for 
your participation.
Sincerely,
Bill Camey
Solid Waste Specialist
Environmental Programs
THE LOUISIANA COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE PROVIDES EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IN PROGRAM S ANO EMPLOYMENT. LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY ANO 
k  A & U . COLLEGE. LOUISIANA PARISH GOVERNING BODIES. SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY. ANO UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE COOPERATING
A  Suite Partner in the  Cooperative Extension System
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONS FOR FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEWS
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Solid Waste Focus Group Questions
PUBLIC OFFICIALS
Introduction
a. Statement on topic o f study:
b. Statement on purpose o f study:
c. Statement on Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service:
1. Please tell us your name and title.
2. When you hear the words municipal solid waste, what comes to mind?
3. What are your opinions concerning the different options for disposing o f solid waste? 
Consider:
a. Incineration
b. Recycling
c. Composting
d. Landfills (siting and use)
4. What do you see as the main solid waste issue or concern facing your towns and 
cities today?
a. Economics?
b. Environmental Concerns (water, air, etc.)?
c. Health Concerns?
d. What about the future?
5. Based on our discussion here today, how could the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service help?
6. What are your final thoughts on solid waste issues?
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Solid Waste Focus Group Questions
GENERAL PUBLIC
Introduction
a. Statement on topic of study:
b. Statement on purpose of study:
c. Statement on Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service:
1. Please tell us your name and what is your occupation.
2. When you hear the words solid waste, what comes to mind?
3. What are your opinions concerning the different options for disposing o f solid waste? 
Consider:
a. Incineration
b. Recycling
c. Composting
d. Landfills (siting and use)
4. What do you see as the main solid waste issue or concern facing you and your 
community today?
a. Economics?
b. Environmental Concerns (water, air, etc.)?
c. Health Concerns?
d. What about the future?
5. Based on our discussion here today, how could the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service help?
6. What are your final thoughts on solid waste issues?
109
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX C 
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES
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CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS
Initial Thoughts On Solid Waste
Something that is solid.
Something that can be reused and recycled.
Something that is landfilled.
Anything not industrial or requiring special testing and/or handling.
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 
Cost Involved In Collection, Disposal, And Transportation
High cost of separation and collection for incineration, recycling, and composting.
High construction cost for incineration, composting and landfills.
New landfill space is costly.
Higher volume for landfills is more cost effective.
High operational cost for incineration, composting, and landfills.
Low cost of operating a landfill compared to incineration and composting.
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CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS
Government Regulations And Mandates
Fear of the unknown.
New regulations can increase cost o f landfills.
Regionalization o f landfills is more cost effective.
Operational cost of landfills is increasing.
Regulators ignore cost factors for solid waste regulations.
Landfills need to be monitored for 30 years after closure.
Currently 18 landfills are in operation in Louisiana.
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 
Cost To Taxpayers And Local Governments
Develop markets for recycling.
Compost has economical benefits.
Recycling is not cost effective.
No new taxes or fees.
Litter control is costly.
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CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS
Other Problems In Solid Waste Programs
Poor public perception o f incineration.
Lack of public participation in recycling.
Lack of government support for recycling and composting.
Composting is competition for waste haulers.
Lack of control with waste hauler’s contracts.
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 
Safety, Health, And Environmental Concerns
Disposal of household hazardous waste.
Contamination of drinking water.
Composting can reduce total waste stream.
Odor and air pollution is associated with incineration.
Concern over leaking landfills.
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CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS
Education And Public Information
Lack o f knowledge and expertise.
Identify cost for recycling, composting, incineration, and landfills.
Foster economic development for solid waste materials.
Teach reuse and recycling.
Extension agents lack interest in solid waste issues.
Expand efforts o f Extension agents statewide.
Develop an Environmental association.
Extension Service should be an information clearinghouse.
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 
Major Concerns In Solid Waste Disposal Issues
Safety, health, and the environment.
Education and public information on solid waste disposal.
Proper disposal o f household hazardous waste.
Government regulations can increase cost.
Cost to taxpayers and local governments.
Control over waste haulers.
No new taxes or fees.
Drinking water contamination.
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CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC
Initial Thoughts On Solid Waste
See solid waste as opportunities.
People consider solid waste issues as unimportant.
Litter
Anything that can be disposed of, i.e., garbage, tin cans, trees, glass, bottles, 
batteries, plastic.
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC 
Environmental And Health Concerns
Open burning is illegal.
Incineration possible health threat.
Incineration creates smoke and poisonous fumes.
Incineration could be made environmentally safe.
Fear of possible health threats.
Contaminated drinking water.
Landfills can leak hazardous material.
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CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC
Public Perceptions And Attitudes
Not-in-my-backyard syndrom.
Recycling lacks participation to be cost effective.
Litter problems.
Lack o f information on solid waste disposal.
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC 
Educate And Inform Public On Solid Waste Issues
Decreasing landfill space.
Should be governments responsibility.
Inform the public on solid waste alternatives.
Inform public on costs of solid waste disposal.
Litter problem.
Use modem technology, videos, and the Internet.
Expand research efforts for alternatives to landfills.
Adults should teach by example.
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CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC
Economic Development
Recycling and composting is beneficial.
Solid waste provides economic opportunities.
Increase markets for recycled material
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC 
Costs To Taxpayers And Local Governments
Curbside pick-up key to recycling and composting success.
Recycling not cost effective.
No more taxes or fees.
Recycling can provide income.
Make landfills more profitable.
CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC 
Integrated Solid Waste Disposal Options
Landfilling should be last resort to solid waste disposal.
Provide alternatives to landfills.
Use recycling, composting and landfills for solid waste disposal.
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CONTENT INDEX BY CATEGORIES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC
Major Concerns In Solid Waste Disposal Issues
Cost to taxpayers and local governments.
Decreasing available landfill space.
Educate the public on solid waste issues.
Environmental and health concerns.
Possible drinking water contamination.
Public perception and attitudes.
Integrate solid waste disposal.
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APPENDIX D 
DATA ANALYSIS
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Data Analysis
STUDY
Action/Situation-
Outcomes
Action/Situation - 
Outcomes
Message Content- 
Index
Group 1 
Public Officials 
(Urban)
Group 2 
Public Officials 
(Rural)
Com parison of 
Summaries 
G roups 1 and 2
Final Categories 
Public Officials
Group 3 
General Public" 
(Urban)
Group 4 
General P ub lic ' 
(Rural)
Comparison of 
Summaries 
Groups 3 and 4
Final Categories 
General Public
kMain Themes 
Public Officials - General Public
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Action/Situation
Outcomes
Action/Situation
Outcomes
Message Content 
Index
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